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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This	 chapter	 presents	 a	 summary	 of	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 Draft	 Environmental	 Impact	 Statement	
(EIS).	 	The	EIS	has	been	prepared	by	 the	United	States	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	 (USACE)	 to	 evaluate	 the	
environmental	 effects	 associated	 with	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 (Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative)	
proposed	 by	 Gregory	 Canyon,	 Ltd.	 for	 a	 site	 located	 in	 northern	 San	 Diego	 County,	 California,	 as	well	 as	
alternatives	to	the	landfill	project.1			This	chapter	of	the	EIS	presents	the	following:		

 Purpose	of	the	EIS;	

 Overview	of	Federal	Action;	

 Organization	of	EIS;	

 Background	and	Overview	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative;	

 Purpose	and	Need	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative;	

 Range	of	Alternatives;	

 Description	of	the	Alternatives;		

 Summary	of	Effects;	and	

 Environmentally	Preferred	Alternative		

1.0  PURPOSE OF THE EIS 

This	EIS	has	been	prepared	in	accordance	with	the	requirements	of	NEPA	(42	United	States	Code	(USC)	4321	
et	 seq.)	 and	 in	 conformance	with	 the	 Council	 for	 Environmental	Quality	 (CEQ)	Regulations	 Implementing	
NEPA	(40	CFR	1500	et	seq.)	and	the	USACE	Procedures	for	Implementing	NEPA	(33	CFR	325	Appendix	B).		
This	 EIS	 will	 be	 used	 to	 inform	 decision	 makers	 and	 the	 public	 about	 the	 environmental	 effects	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 reasonable	 alternatives	 that	 would	 avoid	 or	 substantially	 lessen	
significant	 adverse	 environmental	 effects.	 	 It	 also	 provides	 a	 discussion	 of	 means	 available	 to	 mitigate	
adverse	environmental	effects.		As	an	information	document,	an	EIS	does	not	recommend	approval	or	denial	
of	a	project.			

A	Notice	of	Intent	advising	the	public	of	the	preparation	of	a	Draft	EIS	was	published	in	the	Federal	Register	
on	May	7,	2010.		In	addition,	a	Public	Notice	of	Receipt	of	Application	for	a	USACE	Permit,	Notice	of	Intent	to	
Prepare	 a	 Draft	 EIS	 and	 Hold	 a	 Public	 Scoping	 Meeting	 was	 distributed	 to	 approximately	 960	
agencies/organizations/individuals.	 	The	43‐day	scoping	period	commenced	on	May	7,	2010	and	ended	on	
June	18,	2010.		The	USACE	held	a	Scoping	Meeting	on	June	3,	2010,	at	the	City	of	San	Marcos	Senior	Center	at	
111	 Richmar	 Avenue	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Marcos.	 	 A	 summary	 of	 comments	 received	 during	 the	 scoping	
process	is	contained	in	Chapter	1,	Introduction,	of	this	EIS.	

																																																													
1		 This	Draft	EIS	evaluates	 five	alternatives	 to	 the	Applicant's	Proposed	Alternative	as	well	as	a	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	 the	

USACE’s	federal	action	is	whether	to	issue	a	permit,	issue	with	modification	or	conditions,	or	deny	the	permit	as	requested	by	Gregory	
Canyon,	Ltd.	 	The	permit	evaluation	considers	only	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Action	within	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	site.	 	The	
analysis	of	the	five	off‐site	alternatives	in	this	EIS	is	solely	provided	to	support	compliance	with	NEPA;	this	EIS	does	not	consider	any	
federal	action	for	any	of	the	five	alternative	sites.			
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This	Draft	EIS	is	being	provided	to	interested	agencies	and	the	public	for	review,	participation	in	the	analysis	
process,	and	comment.	 	After	public	review	and	comment,	a	Final	EIS	will	be	prepared.	 	The	Final	EIS	will	
include	responses	to	comments	on	the	Draft	EIS	received	from	agencies,	organizations,	and	individuals.		The	
Final	EIS	will	be	used	by	USACE	in	decision	making	regarding	the	federal	action.	 	The	EIS	will	also	provide	
the	technical	basis	for	the	USACE	to	use	in	its	Record	of	Decision	(ROD).			

2.0  OVERVIEW OF FEDERAL ACTION 

The Applicant’s Proposed Alternative would permanently discharge  fill materials  into  approximately 

0.542 acres and would temporarily discharge fill materials into 0.563 acres of jurisdictional waters of the 

United States (U.S.) within the San Luis Rey River and in Gregory Canyon associated with constructing a 

new Class  III  landfill.   The	 federal	 action	 is	 the	 issuance	 of	 a	 permit	 authorizing	 the	 discharge	 of	 fill	 in	
waters	of	the	U.S.,	as	well	as	related	impacts	to	the	aquatic	environment	and	potential	significant	indirect	and	
cumulative	impacts	on	the	human	environment	from	the	proposed	development.		The	approval	of	a	permit	
for	 fill	activities	 is	an	action	that	could	result	 in	significant	effects	on	the	environment,	 thus	constituting	a	
major	federal	action	requiring	the	preparation	of	an	EIS	prior	to	rendering	a	final	decision	on	the	applicant’s	
permit	application.		The	USACE	ultimately	may	decide	to	permit	or	deny	the	application	for	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative.			

The	U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	 (USEPA)	will	provide	public	 comments	on	 the	adequacy	of	 this	
EIS	 under	NEPA,	 consistent	with	 its	 responsibility	 under	 Section	 309	 of	 the	 Clean	Air	 Act.	 	 Several	 other	
agencies	have	roles	with	respect	to	the	project	and	may	use	this	EIS	as	the	basis	for	their	decisions	to	issue	
approvals	and/or	permits	that	might	be	required.			

3.0  ORGANIZATION OF THE EIS 

The	EIS	is	organized	by	the	following	chapters	and	sections:	

 Executive	 Summary,	 provides	 a	 summary	 of	 the	 background	 and	 overview	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative,	briefly	describes	the	alternatives	evaluated	in	the	EIS,	and	identifies	significant	
adverse	effects	of	the	alternatives.					

 Chapter	 1,	 Introduction,	 provides	 an	 overview	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 its	
location.	 	 The	 section	 also	 discusses	 the	 USACE’s	 compliance	 with	 NEPA,	 necessary	 permits,	
summarizes	the	scoping	process	for	the	preparation	of	the	EIS,	and	identifies	the	availability	of	this	
document	 for	 public	 review.	 	 The	 section	 also	 discusses	 incorporation	 by	 reference	 of	 other	
documents	in	this	EIS.			

 Chapter	2,	Purpose	and	Need,	describes	the	statement	of	purpose	and	need	and	basic	and	overall	
project	purpose.			

 	Chapter	3,	Description	of	Alternatives,	provides	a	detailed	description	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative.		The	section	also	contains	a	description	of	the	screen	in	process	for	alternatives	as	well	
as	a	description	of	the	alternatives	that	are	evaluated	in	the	EIS.		In	addition,	this	section	contains	a	
discussion	of	alternatives	that	were	considered	and	withdrawn.	

 Chapter	 4,	 Environmental	 Analysis,	 provides	 information	 on	 the	 existing	 regional	 and	 local	
conditions	 as	 well	 as	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	 potential	 direct	 and	 indirect	 effects	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	
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Proposed	Alternative	and	the	alternatives.	 	This	section	identifies	feasible	mitigation	measures	that	
would	 avoid,	 substantially	 lessen,	 or	minimize	 the	 identified	 effects	 of	 the	 alternatives.	 	 Technical	
topics	addressed	in	this	EIS	were	defined	by	the	USACE	through	the	NOI	process	and	through	input	
received	at	the	scoping	meeting	held	for	the	project.		The	topics	evaluated	in	this	EIS	are	as	follows:	

o 4.1		Aesthetics	

o 4.2		Agricultural	Resources	

o 4.3		Air	Quality	and	Greenhouse	Gases	

o 4.4		Biological	Resources	

o 4.5		Cultural	Resources	

 4.5.1		Historic	and	Archaeological	Resources	

 4.5.2		Traditional	Cultural	Properties	

o 4.6	Environmental	Justice	

o 4.7	Geology	and	Soils	

o 4.8		Human	Health	and	Safety	

o 4.9		Hydrogeology	

o 4.10		Land	Use	and	Planning	

o 4.11		Noise	and	Vibration	

o 4.12		Public	Services	

 4.12.1		Law	Enforcement	

 4.12.2		Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services	

 4.12.3		School	Facilities	

 4.12.4		Recreation	

o 4.13		Socioeconomics	

o 4.14		Surface	Hydrology	

o 4.15		Transportation	

o 4.16		Utilities	and	Service	Systems	

 4.16.1		Water	Supply	

 4.16.2		Wastewater	

 4.16.3		Gas	and	Electricity	Service	

 Chapter	 5,	 Comparison	 of	 Alternatives,	 includes	 a	 comparison	 of	 the	 alternatives,	 including	 a	
summary	of	the	environmental	impacts	associated	with	each	alternative.			

 Chapter	6,	Cumulative	Analysis,	 includes	an	analysis	of	each	alternative	in	conjunction	with	past,	
present,	and	probable	or	reasonably	foreseeable	future	projects	in	the	vicinity	of	the	alternative	site.	

 Chapter	7,	Growth	Inducing	Impacts,	provides	a	summary	of	the	alternative’s	potential	to	lead	to	
population	growth	and	indirect	implications	of	that	growth	on	the	County.			
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 Chapter	8,	Irreversible	and	Irretrievable	Commitments	of	Resources,	addresses	changes	to	the	
natural	environment	that	could	occur	from	the	implementation	of	the	alternatives	in	the	context	of	
the	short‐term	versus	long‐term	productivity,	irreversible	or	irretrievable	commitment	of	resources.			

 Chapter	 9,	 References,	 identifies	 the	 documents	 (printed	 references)	 and	 individuals	 (personal	
communications)	consulted	in	preparing	this	EIS.			

 Chapter	10,	List	of	Preparers	and	Contributors,	 identifies	 the	 individuals	 involved	 in	preparing	
this	Draft	EIS	as	well	as	their	qualifications.	

 Chapter	11,	Definitions	and	Acronyms,	provides	definitions	for	key	terms	as	well	as	the	full	names	
for	acronyms	and	abbreviations	used	in	the	EIS.			

 Appendices,	 provide	 data	 supporting	 the	 analysis	 or	 contents	 of	 this	 Draft	 EIS.	 	 The	 appendices	
include	the	following:	

– Appendix	A:		Introduction	

– Appendix	B:		Purpose	and	Need	

– Appendix	C:		Description	of	Alternatives	

– Appendix	D:		Aesthetics	

– Appendix	E:		Agricultural	Resources	

– Appendix	F:		Air	Quality	and	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	

– Appendix	G:		Biological	Resources	

– Appendix	H:		Cultural	Resources	

– Appendix	I:		Geology	and	Soils	

– Appendix	J:		Land	Use	and	Planning	

– Appendix	K:		Noise	and	Vibration	

– Appendix	L:		Surface	Hydrology	

– Appendix	M:		Transportation	

4.0  BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW OF THE APPLICANT’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE   

As	further	described	in	Chapter	1	of	this	EIS,	which	provides	a	discussion	of	the	background	regarding	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	County	of	San	Diego	conducted	several	studies	to	identify	and	site	one	
or	more	new	landfills	in	the	County.		Various	studies	in	North	County	and	Southwest	County	were	conducted	
in	the	late	1980s	and	1990s	prior	to	the	County’s	privatization	of	the	solid	waste	disposal	system	in	1997.		
The	approach	taken	by	the	County	for	siting	landfills	in	the	late	1980s/early	1990s	was	regional	in	nature.		
As	part	of	the	effort	to	site	a	landfill	a	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	(EIR)/EIS	was	prepared	in	1990,	
which	analyzed	three	potential	 locations	 for	a	new	landfill	 in	North	County	as	well	as	combinations	of	 the	
three	locations.2	 	The	three	locations	considered	in	the	1990	Draft	EIR/EIS	were	Blue	Canyon,	Aspen	Road,	
and	Gregory	Canyon.	 	A	Final	EIR/EIS	was	not	prepared	and	no	 final	action	was	 taken	on	 the	EIR/EIS.	 	 In	
1992	 the	 County	 conducted	 a	 Supplemental	 Siting	 Study.	 	 Between	 all	 of	 the	 studies	 undertaken	 by	 the	
County,	large	areas	of	the	County	were	considered	for	potential	locations	of	new	landfills.		A	total	of	196	sites	

																																																													
2		 The	Federal	lead	agency	for	the	Draft	EIR/EIS	was	the	U.S.	Department	of	the	Interior,	Bureau	of	Land	Management	and	the	State	

lead	agency	was	the	County	of	San	Diego,	Department	of	Public	Works,	Solid	Waste	Division.	
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were	evaluated	in	North	County	and	a	total	of	143	sites	were	evaluated	in	Southwestern	County	for	a	total	of	
339	sites.	 	Despite	 the	years	of	 study	 to	 site	a	new	 landfill	 in	North	County	and	Southwest	County,	 a	new	
landfill	has	not	been	approved.			

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	 include	 the	 construction,	 operation,	 and	 closure	of	 a	Class	 III	
landfill	 with	 an	 approximately	 30‐million	 ton	 capacity,	 on	 a	 site	 located	 in	 northern	 San	 Diego	 County	
approximately	 three	miles	east	of	 Interstate	15	 (I‐15)	and	 two	miles	 southwest	of	 the	community	of	Pala.		
The	proposed	 landfill	would	have	a	maximum	daily	 intake	of	5,000	tons	and	an	annual	 intake	of	up	to	1.0	
million	tons	of	solid	waste.		The	landfill	would	have	a	life	expectancy	of	about	30	years	after	which	closure	
would	occur.		

As	noted	above,	the	siting	of	a	landfill	at	Gregory	Canyon	has	been	under	consideration	by	the	County	since	
the	1990s.		 	In	November	1994,	San	Diego	voters	approved	Proposition	C,	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	and	
Recycling	 Collection	 Center	 Ordinance,	 which	 provides	 for	 the	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 a	 Class	 III	
landfill	 and	 recycling	 collection	on	 the	Gregory	Canyon	site.	 	 Proposition	C	amended	 the	County’s	General	
Plan	and	Zoning	Ordinance	 to	allow	 the	construction	and	operation	of	 the	proposed	action	on	 the	 subject	
site.	 	 Section	3	of	Proposition	C	 contains	a	 general	description	of	 the	proposed	action.	 	 Subsequent	 to	 the	
approval	 of	 Proposition	 C,	 the	 applicant	 submitted	 an	 application	 to	 the	 County	 for	 review	 under	 the	
provisions	 of	 the	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 (CEQA).	 	 The	 San	 Diego	 County	 Department	 of	
Environmental	Health	 (DEH)	was	 the	 lead	agency	 for	 the	preparation	of	 an	Environmental	 Impact	Report	
(EIR).	 	 The	DEH	 certified	 a	Revised	Final	EIR	on	May	31,	 2007,	 and	 approved	Addendums	 to	 the	Revised	
Final	EIR	on	August	8,	2008,	January	7,	2010	and	May	7,	2010.		As	a	result	of	the	EIR	analyses	and	pursuant	
to	CEQA	 requirements,	 the	DEH	adopted	a	Mitigation	Monitoring	 and	Reporting	Program	 (MMRP)	 for	 the	
Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	 on	May	13,	2011.	 	The	MMRP	contains	mitigation	measures	 to	 reduce	 significant	
impacts	 identified	 through	 the	 various	 analyses	 contained	 in	 the	 EIR.	 	 Since	 the	 mitigation	 measures	
included	in	the	MMRP	are	required	to	be	implemented	as	part	of	 the	proposed	action,	all	of	the	mitigation	
measures	associated	with	the	EIR	are	considered	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	for	purposes	
of	this	EIS	[and	are	referred	to	as	design	features	(DF)].			

5.0  PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE APPLICANT’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 

Pursuant	to	Section	40	CFR	1502.13,	a	statement	of	underlying	purpose	and	need	has	been	established	for	
the	proposed	action.		A	Needs	Assessment	prepared	in	association	with	this	EIS	and	included	as	Appendix	B	
indicates	that	San	Diego	County’s	2010	population	of	3,224,432	is	expected	to	 increase	by	478,068	people	
between	2010	and	2025.	 	The	Needs	Assessment	indicates	that	assuming	current	rates	of	diversion,	waste	
disposal	 originating	 from	 within	 the	 County	 is	 expected	 to	 increase	 from	 3,081,142	 tons	 in	 2009	 to	
3,920,167	(approximately	27%	percent)	by	2025.		Based	on	these	statistics	and	detailed	analysis,	the	Needs	
Assessment	further	states	that	with	current	rates	of	diversion	and	no	new	landfills	or	landfill	expansions,	San	
Diego	County	is	estimated	to	be	out	of	landfill	disposal	capacity	in	2024	(i.e.,	less	than	15	years),	or	by	2027	
(3	more	years),	if	more	aggressive	assumptions	for	resource	reduction/recycling	are	used.		The	purpose	of	
the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 is	 to	 meet	 a	 portion	 (approximately	 30	 million	 tons)	 of	 San	 Diego	
County’s	 long‐term	 waste	 disposal	 needs	 by	 providing	 non‐hazardous	 solid	 waste	 disposal	 capacity	 to	
service	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County.	
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6.0  RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES  

The	USACE	has	identified	the	scope	of	analysis	for	federal	review	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	to	
consist	 of	 permanent	 impacts	 to	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 associated	with	 the	 construction	 of	 a	 bridge,	 ancillary	
facilities,	 and	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 USACE	 has	 identified	 indirect	 and	 cumulative	 effects	 for	
analysis,	some	of	which	would	occur	outside	USACE	geographic	jurisdiction,	in	order	to	comply	with	NEPA	
requirements	to	 fully	disclose	all	potential	environmental	effects	that	could	occur	as	a	result	of	the	permit	
action.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 USACE	 is	 preparing	 this	 EIS	 for	 the	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	 in	 its	 entirety.	 	 NEPA	 [40	 CFR	 1502.14(a)]	 requires	 that	 an	 EIS	 describe	 a	 range	 of	
reasonable	alternatives	to	a	proposed	action,	or	to	the	location	of	a	proposed	action	that	could	feasibly	meet	
the	 statement	 of	 purpose	 of	 the	 proposed	 action	 but	 would	 avoid	 or	 substantially	 lessen	 any	 significant	
environmental	effects.	 	Alternatives	for	an	EIS	often	include	no	federal	action	(no	federal	permit),	different	
project	design	(e.g.,	change	in	 location	on	site,	reduced	size	 to	avoid	impacts	to	waters	of	the	U.S.),	and/or	
suitable	alternative	sites.			

Based	on	the	Statement	of	Purpose	and	Need,	the	USACE	considered	on‐site	and	off‐site	alternatives	to	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		Two	on‐site	alternatives,	one	located	south	of	SR	76	and	one	located	north	
of	SR	76,	were	evaluated.		The	USACE	determined	that	the	on‐site	alternatives	were	not	feasible.		(Please	see	
subsections	 3.6.2	 and	 3.6.3	 of	 this	 EIS	 for	 a	 detailed	 discussion.)	 	 The	 USACE	 conducted	 a	 screening	
evaluation	 to	 identify	 off‐site	 alternative	 locations.	 	 The	 screening	 evaluation	 was	 based	 on	 review	 and	
consideration	 of	 the	 County’s	 siting	 studies,	 previous	 County	 Siting	 Elements,	 and	 the	 County	 Five‐Year	
CIWMP/RAIWMP	Review	Report.	 	Nine	sites	were	identified	for	screening.		Of	the	nine	sites	screened,	four	
sites	(Blue	Canyon,	Loma	Alta,	South	of	Lake	Hodges,	and	Liberty	Quarry)	were	determined	infeasible.			The	
five	sites	that	passed	the	screening	evaluation	are	located	in	various	portions	of	the	San	Diego	County.		Three	
of	the	sites	are	located	in	North	County	(Aspen	Road,	Gopher	Canyon	Road,	and	Merriam	Mountain),	one	in	
the	City	of	San	Diego	(Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	Expansion)	and	one	in	South	County	(East	Otay	Mesa).		The	
USACE	determined	 that	 a	 second	screening	 should	be	 conducted	given	 the	Purpose	and	Need,	which	 is	 to	
meet	 a	portion	 (approximately	30	million	 tons)	 of	 San	Diego	County’s	 long‐term	waste	disposal	 needs	by	
providing	non‐hazardous	solid	waste	disposal	capacity	to	service	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County	
and	 the	 geographic	 distribution	 of	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.	 	 The	 second	 screening	 focused	 on	 a	 limited	
assessment	 of	 the	potential	 transportation	 costs	 and	 environmental	 effects	 associated	with	 the	 hauling	of	
waste	 from	North	County	 jurisdictions	 to	 the	potential	 off‐site	alternative	 locations.	 	Based	on	 the	 second	
screening	no	alternatives	were	eliminated	as	the	difference	in	cost	and	emissions	between	the	sites	was	not	
considered	to	be	substantial	enough	to	eliminate	any	of	the	alternatives	from	further	review.		Thus,	five	off‐
site	alternatives	as	well	as	a	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	are	evaluated	in	the	EIS.	3		

Accordingly,	the	EIS	provides	an	analysis	of	the	following	seven	alternatives.		The	location	of	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 the	 off‐site	 locations	 are	 shown	 on	 Figure	 ES‐1,	 Locations	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	and	the	Off‐site	Alternatives	Evaluated	in	the	EIS.	

 Alternative	1	‐	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative;	

																																																													
3		 This	Draft	EIS	evaluates	five	alternatives	to	the	Applicant's	Proposed	Alternative	as	well	as	a	No	Federal	Action	Alternative.		In	this	

EIS,	the	USACE’s	federal	action	is	whether	to	issue	a	permit,	issue	with	modification	or	conditions,	or	deny	the	permit	as	requested	by	
Gregory	Canyon,	Ltd.		The	permit	evaluation	considers	only	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Action	within	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	site.		
The	analysis	of	the	five	off‐site	alternatives	in	this	EIS	is	solely	provided	to	support	compliance	with	NEPA;	this	EIS	does	not	consider	
any	federal	action	for	any	of	the	five	alternative	sites.			
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 Alternative	2	‐	No	Federal	Action	Alternative;	

 Alternative	3	‐	Aspen	Road	Alternative;		

 Alternative	4	–	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative;		

 Alternative	5	‐	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative;			

 Alternative	6	‐	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative;	and	

 Alternative	7	‐	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative.				

7.0  DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

7.1  Alternative 1 – Applicant’s Proposed Alternative 

7.1.1  Site Location and Description 

The	 proposed	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 site	 is	 located	 in	 northern	 San	 Diego	 County	 approximately	 three	
miles	 east	 of	 Interstate	 15	 (I‐15)	 and	 two	miles	 southwest	 of	 the	 community	 of	 Pala.	 	 The	 approximately	
1,770‐acre	site	is	owned	by	Gregory	Canyon,	Ltd.,	the	applicant.	

The	majority	of	the	site	lies	to	the	south	of	State	Route	(SR)	76	but	part	of	the	western	portion	of	the	site	lies	
to	the	north	of	SR	76.		SR	76	and	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	run	east‐west	through	the	site.		The	western	slope	
and	top	of	Gregory	Mountain	is	located	on	the	eastern	portion	of	the	site.			

There	are	three	large,	regional	easements	and	one	additional	utility	easement	that	cross	the	property:		SR	76,	
a	San	Diego	Gas	&	Electric	(SDG&E)	transmission	corridor	(with	contains	two	transmission	lines),	and	San	
Diego	Pipelines	Nos.	1	and	2	(First	San	Diego	Aqueduct).		In	addition,	a	gas	line	is	located	underground	in	an	
easement	that	parallels	SR	76	on	the	south	side	of	the	roadway.		The	site	is	predominantly	vacant,	containing	
a	temporary	storage	yard,	and	boarded	up	remnants	of	two	dairies	and	25	residences.				

Elevations	on	the	site	within	the	canyon	range	from	approximately	930	feet	above	mean	sea	level	(amsl)	at	
the	head	of	the	canyon	at	the	south	to	300	feet	amsl	at	the	mouth	of	the	canyon	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	
drainage.		Much	of	the	canyon	is	steep,	rugged	terrain	containing	numerous	boulder	outcrops	on	the	eastern	
side	with	only	a	few	isolated	boulders	on	the	west	canyon	wall.		The	canyon	flattens	somewhat	at	the	mouth	
where	it	meets	the	alluvial	deposits	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	drainage.		A	prominent	knoll	extends	into	the	
drainage	channel	on	the	west	side	of	the	canyon	mouth.	

The	site	is	located	primarily	in	the	Pala/Pauma	community	of	the	County.		The	western	portion	of	the	site	is	
located	within	the	Fallbrook	Community	Plan	area.		The	site	is	designated	[22]	Public/Semi‐Public	Lands	in	
the	County’s	General	Plan	with	a	Solid	Waste	Facility	Designator	and	is	zoned	Solid	Waste	Facility	(SWF).		In	
addition,	 the	site	 is	designated	as	a	reserved	or	proposed	 landfill	site	 in	 the	San	Diego	County	2005	Siting	
Element.			

7.1.2  Components of the Applicant’s Proposed Alternative  

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	 include	 the	 construction,	 operation,	 and	 closure	of	 a	Class	 III	
landfill	with	an	approximately	30‐million	ton	capacity.		The	proposed	landfill	would	have	a	maximum	daily	
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intake	of	5,000	tons	and	an	annual	intake	of	up	to	1.0	million	tons	of	solid	waste.		The	landfill	would	have	a	
life	expectancy	of	about	30	years	(from	2015	to	approximately	2045).		

Site	 development	 would	 begin	 with	 an	 initial	 construction	 period	 that	 would	 be	 approximately	 nine	 to	
twelve	months	in	duration.		The	initial	construction	activities	would	prepare	the	site	for	the	receipt	of	landfill	
materials	 with	 the	 construction	 of	 ancillary	 facilities,	 implementation	 of	 environmental	 control	 systems,	
improvements	to	SR	76	at	the	access	road;	and	initiation	of	a	Habitat	Restoration	and	Resource	Management	
Plan	 (HRRMP).	 	 Thereafter,	 waste	 disposal	 activities	 would	 occur	 simultaneously	 with	 intermittent	
construction	to	create	new	waste	disposal	cells,	commensurate	with	demand	for	landfill	capacity.					

At	the	completion	of	landfill	activities	the	site	would	be	closed	pursuant	to	a	Final	Closure	Plan	that	would	be	
prepared	 and	 submitted	 to	 the	 appropriate	 regulatory	 agencies.	 	 The	 closure	would	 include	 a	 final	 cover	
designed	 to	provide	 long‐term	minimization	of	 surface	water	 intrusion,	 to	 isolate	wastes	 from	the	ground	
surface,	and	to	reduce	the	potential	for	odors	and	gas	emissions.		The	cover	would	also	include	a	vegetative	
layer	that	would	have	a	mixture	of	native	grasses	and	plants	that	would	be	compatible	with	the	end‐use,	non‐
irrigated	open	space.		

The	landfill	components	would	occupy	approximately	308	acres	of	an	approximately	1,770‐acre	site,	or	17	
percent	of	the	site.		The	majority	of	the	site	(1,313	acres)	would	be	dedicated	as	permanent	open	space	for	
long‐term	 preservation	 of	 sensitive	 habitat	 and	 species.	 	 Key	 project	 components	 would	 include	 the	
following:			

Access	Road	and	Bridge.		An	access	road	from	SR	76,	including	modifications	to	SR	76,	and	a	bridge	
that	would	cross	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	would	be	constructed.		The	SR	76	modifications	would	affect	
approximately	1,700	linear	feet	of	roadway	and	would	widen	and	realign	the	road	to	improve	sight	
distance	and	facilitate	truck	movements	at	the	access	road	on	SR	76.		

Landfill	Footprint.	 	 The	 landfill	 footprint	would	 be	 located	within	Gregory	Canyon	 and	would	be	
developed	and	filled	in	phases.		Excavation	activities	would	involve	the	removal	of	approximately	7.9	
million	cubic	yards	(mcy)	of	material	during	the	life	of	the	landfill.		The	excavated	material	would	be	
suitable	 for	 cover	material	with	 limited	processing,	primarily	 crushing	of	 the	hard	 rock.	 	The	 rock	
material	would	be	processed	within	 the	southwestern	portion	of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	area	using	a	
crusher	and	screens.					

The	elevations	of	the	finished	bottom	subgrade	or	floor	area	for	the	refuse	footprint	range	between	
approximately	380	feet	amsl	at	the	northwestern	corner	to	about	925	amsl	at	the	southern	portion.		
From	the	existing	contours	to	the	finished	bottom	contours,	the	depth	of	excavation	ranges	from	near	
zero	to	a	maximum	of	about	100	feet	deep	at	the	southern	end	of	the	canyon.		Once	the	excavation	is	
complete	and	prior	to	acceptance	of	waste,	a	liner	system	would	be	installed.		The	liner	system	would	
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include	 a	 subdrain	 system,	 double	 composite	 liner	 system,	 and	 leachate	 and	 collection	 removal	
system	 (LCRS).	 	 The	 double	 composite	 liner	 would	 exceed	 the	 minimum	 prescriptive	 design	
standards	and	regulations	for	Class	III	solid	waste	sites	as	specified	in	40	CFR	258.40(b).			

Borrow/Stockpile	Areas.	 	Approximately	87	acres	of	borrow/stockpile	area	would	be	provided	in	
two	locations	to	the	west	of	the	landfill	footprint.		The	borrow/stockpile	areas	would	be	used	to	store	
or	excavate	material	for	daily	operation	of	the	landfill.			

Ancillary	Facilities.	 	An	ancillary	facilities	area	would	be	located	at	the	end	of	the	access	road,	just	
north	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 The	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	would	 include	 fee	 booth	 and	 scales,	 an	
administrative	 office,	 maintenance	 building,	 recyclable	 drop	 off	 area,	 and	 a	 hazardous	 materials	
storage	area.	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	also	 include	two,	10,000‐gallon	 leachate	
holding	 tanks	 and	 one,	 10,000‐gallon	 subdrain	water	 tank	 a	 diesel	 storage	 tank	within	 a	 concrete	
containment	wall,	20,000‐gallon	water	tank,	and	10,000‐gallon	water	tank.			A	reverse	osmosis	(RO)	
system	would	be	installed	in	the	southwestern	portion	of	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		The	50‐gallon	
per	minute	 (gpm)	RO	system	would	provide	a	 groundwater	 treatment	 facility	 for	use	 in	 the	event	
that	groundwater	impacts	were	identified.	

Environmental	Control	Systems.		A	number	of	environmental	control	systems	would	be	included	in	
the	design	and	operation	of	 the	 landfill.	 	The	primary	systems	that	would	be	 incorporated	 into	 the	
landfill	 design	 include	 the	 following:	 	 water	 quality	 monitoring	 system,	 leachate	 control	 and	
monitoring	system	and	landfill	gas	monitoring	and	control	system.		In	addition,	systems	to	reduce	the	
effects	of	operations	include:		fire	control	measures,	vector	and	bird	control	measures,	litter	control	
measures,	odor	control	measures,	dust	control	measures	and	noise	and	vibration	control	measures.									

Utilities.	 	 An	 alternate	water	 supply	 to	meet	 on‐site	water	demand,	 if	 needed,	would	be	provided	
through	the	use	of	recycled	water.		Such	water	would	be	trucked	from	the	San	Gabriel	Valley	Water	
Company	facility	in	South	El	Monte,	which	is	located	in	Los	Angeles	County,	to	the	site.		The	recycled	
water	would	be	 stored	 in	 the	20,000‐gallon	 recycled	water	 storage	 tank.	 	Electrical	 and	 telephone	
utility	 connections	 for	 the	 ancillary	 scales,	 buildings	 and	 lighting	would	 be	 undergrounded	 in	 the	
access	road	from	SR	76	to	the	facilities	area.		Security	lighting	that	would	be	provided	in	the	ancillary	
facilities	area	would	be	low	impact,	focused,	and	shielded	to	minimize	spill	light	into	the	night	sky	or	
adjacent	properties.			

HRRMP.	 	 The	 HRRMP,	 which	 is	 mandated	 pursuant	 to	 CEQA	 to	 compensate	 for	 significant	
cumulative	 impacts	 to	 biological	 resources,	would	 establish	 or	 enhance	 native	 habitats	 in	 existing	
undeveloped,	developed,	and	disturbed	areas	on	the	site.		The	HRRMP	would	include	establishment	
of	 riparian	 and	 upland/transitional	 habitats,	 including	 oak	woodland,	 chaparral,	 native	 grassland,	
and	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 in	 addition	 to	 restoration	 and	 enhancement	 of	 riparian	 habitats.	 	 The	
establishment	and	restoration/enhancement	would	total	131.4	acres	of	upland	areas	and	81.2	acres	
of	riparian	areas	within	the	portion	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	on	the	property.			

Open	Space.		As	mandated	by	Proposition	C,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	the	
dedication	 of	 a	 minimum	 of	 1,313	 acres	 of	 the	 site	 as	 permanent	 open	 space	 for	 long‐term	
preservation	of	sensitive	habitat	and	species.		As	indicated	in	Proposition	C,	the	open	space	would	be	
dedicated	to	the	County	of	San	Diego,	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians,	another	public	agency,	or	a	
resource	conservation	group	selected	by	the	applicant.			
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The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	also	 include	the	relocation	of	a	portion	of	 the	existing	SDG&E	
transmission	 lines	and	easement	to	accommodate	 the	 landfill	 footprint	and	implementation	of	a	 landscape	
plan,	which	would	provide	screening	of	the	various	components	and	would	incorporate	the	improvements	
and	 materials	 associated	 with	 the	 HRRMP.	 	 	 Also	 the	 San	 Diego	 County	 Water	 Authority	 (SDCWA)	 may	
require	the	relocation	of	approximately	3,200	linear	feet	of	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	to	the	west	of	 its	
current	location.			

7.2  Alternative 2 – No Federal Action Alternative 

Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	a	USACE	permit	would	not	be	issued	and	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	would	not	be	implemented.		The	existing	unoccupied	dairy	structures	and	residences	on	the	site	
would	 remain	and	no	development	would	occur.	 	The	only	 changes	assumed	 to	 take	place	on	 the	 site	are	
associated	 with	 establishment	 of	 an	 approximately	 1,752	 acre	 biological	 resources	 conservation	 area,	
including	a	 conservation	bank	on	1,534	acres,	 and	a	habitat	 restoration	area	on	approximately	218	acres.		
The	 conservation	bank	would	 support	designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 four	 federally	 listed	 species,	with	no	
restoration	activities.		The	restoration	area	would	restore	in	applicable	areas	of	the	site:	coastal	sage	scrub,	
chaparral,	 and	 native	 grassland	 habitat;	 oak	 woodland	 with	 an	 alluvial	 scrub	 and	 native	 grassland	
understory;	and	mesic	alluvial	scrub/coastal	sage	scrub.			

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	avoid	USACE	jurisdictional	areas,	and	no	USACE	permit	pursuant	to	
section	404	of	the	CWA	would	be	required.		However,	restoration	of	these	areas	would	require	USFWS	and	
CDFG	 approval	 pursuant	 to	 the	 conservation	 bank	 process	 and	 the	 presence	 of	 listed	 species	 and	 critical	
habitat.			

Without	provision	of	added	landfill	capacity	within	San	Diego	County,	waste	generated	in	North	San	Diego	
County	 would	 continue	 to	 be	 disposed	 of	 at	 landfills	 within	 the	 County	 or	 outside	 of	 the	 County	 as	 is	
currently	 the	 case:	 	 e.g.,	 Sycamore	 Canyon,	 Otay,	 Miramar,	 Prima	 Deshecha,	 and	 El	 Sobrante	 Landfills.			
However,	 the	 in‐County	 capacity	would	 be	 exhausted	 by	 2024,	 absent	 the	 development	 of	 a	 new	 landfill.			
Due	to	a	number	of	contractual	and	economic	limitations,	after	2024,	San	Diego	County’s	waste	would	most	
likely	be	exported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	in	Riverside	County.		Waste	would	be	collected	as	it	is	currently,	
taken	to	transfer	stations	and	then	trucked	via	transfer	trucks	to	El	Sobrante	Landfill.		If	programs	to	reduce	
waste	 disposal,	 through	 recycling	programs	 for	 example,	 are	 successful	 the	 increased	diversion	programs	
could	extend	the	life	of	County	landfills	by	an	additional	2	years	if	disposal	rates	decreased	by	20	percent,	or	
by	3	years	if	disposal	rates	increased	by	50	percent.		

7.3  OFF‐SITE ALTERNATIVES   

As	indicated	above,	based	on	a	screening	process	the	USACE	identified	five	off‐site	alternative	locations	for	
the	 development	 of	 additional	 landfill	 capacity	 to	 accommodate	 waste	 generated	 by	 North	 County	
jurisdictions	as	defined	in	the	Statement	of	Purpose	and	Need	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	As	
indicated	above,	the	off‐site	alternatives	are:			

 Alternative	3	‐	Aspen	Road	Alternative;		

 Alternative	4	‐	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative;		

 Alternative	5	‐	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative;	
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 Alternative	6	‐	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative;	and		

 Alternative	7	‐	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative.			

With	the	exception	of	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative,	each	of	the	alternatives	would	result	in	the	
development	of	a	new	Class	III	 landfill	with	characteristics	commonly	associated	with	the	disposal	of	non‐
hazardous	waste	materials.		The	general	operating	characteristics	would	be	substantially	similar	to	those	as	
described	 in	 more	 detail	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 above.	 	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	
Alternative	would	be	the	expansion	of	an	existing	landfill	located	in	the	City	of	San	Diego.	

A	landfill	at	each	of	these	sites	would	include	the	receipt,	handling,	processing,	and/or	disposal	of	solid	waste	
or	recyclable	materials;	cover	operations;	site	grading	and/or	excavation,	and	heavy	equipment	operation.	
Other	 site	 activities	 would	 include	 the	 operation	 of	 gas	 and	 leachate	 collection	 and	 treatment	 systems,	
development	 of	 an	 appropriate	 liner	 system,	 use	 of	 borrow/stockpile	 areas,	 ancillary	 facilities,	 and	 other	
activities	that	would	support	and	are	customarily	associated	with	recycling	and	solid	waste	operations.	 	At	
times,	 periodic	 construction	 to	 open	 the	 next	 landfill	 cell	would	 occur	 simultaneously	with	 acceptance	 of	
solid	waste.		All	of	the	sites	would	be	required	to	comply	with	applicable	federal	and	state	regulations.			

Conceptual	 landfill	 designs	 were	 prepared	 by	 Geosyntec	 Consultants	 for	 the	 USACE	 to	 support	 the	 EIS	
analysis	of	Alternatives	3	through	6.		The	conceptual	designs	are	not	intended	to	provide	a	level	of	detail	that	
might	 otherwise	 be	 appropriate	 if	 these	 off‐site	 locations	 were	 formally	 being	 pursued	 for	 development.		
Rather,	the	conceptual	plans	are	intended	to	provide	a	reasonable	basis	for	evaluating	environmental	effects	
at	the	alternative	sites	 for	purposes	of	NEPA	compliance.	 	The	comparative	characteristics	of	these	off‐site	
alternatives,	along	with	those	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	are	shown	in	Table	ES‐1,	Summary	of	
Conceptual	Plan	Information	–	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Off‐Site	Alternatives	3	through	6.				

The	conceptual	plans	were	developed	considering	Title	27	of	the	California	Code	of	Regulations	(CCR	Title	
27)	and	standard	features	for	southern	California	landfills,	including:	2H:1V	(horizontal:vertical)	excavation	
slope	 inclinations;	 3H:1V	maximum	 landfill	 fill	 slope	 inclinations;	 a	 2	percent	minimum	 landfill	 base	 liner	
system	grade;	and	a	3	percent	minimum	landfill	final	cover	grade.		The	excavation	grades	and	depths	were	
targeted	 to	 provide	 a	 rough	 order	 of	 magnitude	 soil	 balance	 (excavation,	 embankment	 fill,	
daily/intermediate	 cover,	 and	 final	 cover),	 minimize	 rock	 excavation,	 and	 result	 in	 similar	 average	
excavation	depths	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	

Unlike	 Alternatives	 3	 through	 6,	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 is	 focused	 on	 a	 proposed	
expansion	 of	 a	 currently	 operating	 landfill.	 	 The	 expansion	 program,	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 Master	
Development	 Plan,	 includes	 and	 is	 based	 on	 detailed	 planning	 and	 engineering	 studies.	 	 The	 plan,	 as	
presented	in	the	Revised	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	
Plan	(August	2012)	serves	as	the	basis	for	the	analysis	of	this	alternative	in	the	EIS.		As	described	therein,	the	
alternative	site	is	currently	491	acres	in	size.		The	proposed	vertical	expansion	would	increase	the	maximum	
height	of	 the	 landfill	by	167	 feet,	 from	883	 feet	 amsl	 to	1,050	 feet	amsl.	 	The	horizontal	 expansion	would	
increase	 the	waste	disposal	area	by	28.6	acres.	 	Overall,	 the	alternative	would	result	 in	an	additional	83.8	
acres	 of	 disturbance.	 	 With	 the	 vertical	 and	 horizontal	 expansions	 the	 overall	 site	 capacity	 would	 be	
increased	 by	 approximately	 86	mcy	 from	71	mcy	 to	 157	mcy.	 	 The	 daily	 intake	would	 increase	 from	 the	
current	permitted	3,965	tons	per	day	(tpd)	up	to	11,450	tpd	by	year	2030	and	beyond.		With	the	daily	intake	
increase,	the	maximum	annual	disposal	volumes	would	increase	to	1,810,000	tons	per	year	(tpy)	at	approval,	
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2,715,000	tpy	in	2015,	and	4,144,900	tpy	in	2030	and	beyond.		In	order	to	accommodate	the	increased	daily	
volumes	of	solid	waste	intake	and	to	allow	operational	flexibility	the	facility	would	operate	24	hours	per	day.	

Further	information	regarding	each	of	the	off‐site	alternative	locations	is	provided	below.	

7.3.1  Alternative 3 – Aspen Road Alternative 

The	Aspen	Road	site	has	been	considered	as	a	potential	 landfill	 site	by	 the	County	of	San	Diego	 for	many	
years.		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	was	one	of	three	landfill	sites	evaluated	in	the	1990	Draft	EIR/EIS	for	

Table ES–1
 

Summary of Conceptual Plan Information – Gregory Canyon Landfill Off‐Site Alternatives 3 through 6 

	

Parameter 

Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Alternative a  Off‐Site Alternatives b 

Gregory 
Canyon 

Merriam 
Mountain   Aspen Road 

Gopher 
Canyon Road 

East Otay 
Mesa 

Conceptual	Site	Boundary	Area	(acres)	 1,770	 552.5	 456.1	 473.5	 450.0	
Typical	Daily	Inflow	 3,200	tpd	 3,200	tpd	 3,200	tpd	 3,200	tpd	 3,200	tpd	
Maximum	Daily	Inflow	 5,000	tpd	 5,000	tpd	 5,000	tpd	 5,000	tpd	 5,000	tpd	
Estimated	Life	 30	years	 27	years	 25	years	 23	years	 25	years	
Waste	Footprint	Area	(acres)	 183	 199	 165	 180	 146.0	
Maximum	Fill	Elevation	(ft	amsl)	 1,	110	 1,395	 1,465	 1,150	 1,010	
Minimum	Excavation	Elevation	(ft	
amsl)	

380	 730	 900	 530	 540	

Typical	Range	of	Excavation	Depth	(ft)	 50	to	75	 20	to	100	 20	to	70	 20	to	100	 40	to	120	
Localized	Max.	Excavation	Depth	(ft)	 75	 160	 100	 150	 140	

Gross	Excavation	Volume	(mcy)	c	 7.9	 7.5	 10.0	 11.8	 15.1	

Potential	Stockpile	Area	(acres)	 83.5	 46	 17	 37	 64	
Conceptual	Stockpile	Height	(ft)	 100	to	200	 100	to	140	 50	to	100	 120	to	220	 50	to	250	
Net	Capacity	(mcy)	(with	a	4:1	Waste	to	
Soil	Ratio)	d	

45.6	 40.0	 37.2	 34.1	 37.5	

Net	Capacity	(mcy)	(with	a	7.5:1	Waste	
to	Soil	Ratio)	d	

50.3	 44.1	 41.0	 37.6	 41.4	

   

tpd = tons per day 
mcy = million cubic yards 
a  Values presented for the Applicant’s Proposed Alternative are based on the JTD (BAS, 2011). 
b  Values presented for the off‐site alternatives are based on the conceptual designs.   
c  Based on topographic comparisons between existing and conceptual excavation grades.. 
d  Estimated consistent with the BAS (2011) estimate as gross airspace less liner, daily/intermediate cover, and final cover volumes. 
 
Source:  Geosyntec Consultants, PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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the	North	County	Class	III	Landfill	(BRG,	1990).		In	addition,	Aspen	Road	site	was	designated	as	a	tentative	
Class	III	landfill	site	in	the	County’s	Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan	(1996).4			

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 is	 located	 in	 North	 County	 approximately	 seven	miles	 northwest	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		The	site	is	located	approximately	1.5	miles	west	of	I‐15	near	the	Mission	
Road	 exit,	 approximately	 four	 miles	 northeast	 of	 the	 town	 of	 Fallbrook,	 and	 about	 two	 miles	 west	 of	
Rainbow.			

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 would	 be	 approximately	 456	 acres	 in	 size	 and	 would	 be	 comprised	 of	
numerous	 parcels	 held	 in	 private	 ownership.	 	 The	 site	 is	 located	 in	 a	 rural	 area	 and	 is	 primarily	 vacant,	
undeveloped	 land.	 	 However,	 a	 few	 rural	 residences,	 buildings,	 and	 trailers	 are	 located	 on	 the	 site.		
Agricultural	uses	are	also	located	on	the	eastern	and	western	portions	of	site.		Lands	to	the	north	of	the	site	
are	undeveloped.	 	Lands	to	 the	east,	west,	and	south	are	generally	rural	residential,	with	agricultural	uses	
including	nurseries	and	avocado	and	citrus	groves,	and	vacant,	undeveloped	 land.	 	The	Roadrunner	Ridge	
Winery	is	located	north	of	the	site.			

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	 is	primarily	designated	Rural	Lands	(RL‐20)	in	the	County’s	General	Plan.		
However,	a	small	area	on	the	eastern	portion	of	the	alternative	site	is	designated	Semi‐Rural	Residential	(SR‐
10)	and	two	small	areas	on	the	northern	portion	of	the	alternative	site	are	designated	Rural	Lands	(RL‐40).		
A	corridor,	which	runs	through	the	southern	portion	of	the	site,	is	designated	Public/Semi‐Public	Facilities.		
This	 corridor	aligns	with	 the	Metropolitan	Water	District	Easement	 that	 runs	 through	 the	alternative	 site.		
The	 existing	 Metropolitan	 San	 Diego	 Pipelines	 No.	 4	 and	 5	 cross	 underneath	 the	 site	 along	 the	 eastern	
property	boundary.		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	is	zoned	A‐70,	which	would	allow	agricultural	uses.		

7.3.2  Alternative 4 – Gopher Canyon Road Alternative 

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	 site	was	 considered	 as	 a	potential	 landfill	 site	 by	 the	County	of	 San	
Diego	in	the	1992	Supplemental	Siting	Study.		The	County	did	not	include	the	Gopher	Canyon	site	in	the	1996	
County	Siting	Element.			

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	is	located	in	North	County	approximately	nine	miles	southwest	of	
the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		More	specifically,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	is	located	
west	of	I‐15	near	the	Mission	Road	exit,	approximately	three	miles	northeast	of	the	City	of	Vista.			

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	would	be	approximately	474	acres	in	size	and	would	be	comprised	
of	 numerous	 parcels	 held	 in	 private	 ownership.	 	 The	 site	 is	 generally	 undeveloped	 with	 a	 few	 existing	
residences	and	a	water	storage	 tank	 located	on	 the	western	portion	of	 the	site.	 	The	Panoramic	Estates,	 a	
gated	residential	subdivision	with	35	lots	(four	acres	plus	in	size),	has	been	approved	by	the	County	on	the	
remainder	 of	 the	 site.	 	 Infrastructure,	 including	 roads	 (Panoramic	 Drive,	 Panoramic	Way	 and	 Panoramic	
Place),	 sidewalks,	 and	 curbs	 have	 been	 completed	 for	 the	 subdivision.	 	 Construction	 of	 a	 landfill	 would	
preclude	development	of	the	residential	lots	and	require	removal	of	the	roads	and	limited	improvements	on	
the	 site.	 	 Several	 dirt	 roadways	 traverse	 the	 site.	 	 A	 small	 portion	 of	 the	 eastern	 side	 of	 the	 site	 contains	

																																																													
4	 Aspen	Road	was	 removed	 from	 the	Siting	Element	 in	 the	County’s	2005	Update	of	 the	Siting	Element	 since	 the	General	Plan	and	

zoning	for	the	site	had	not	been	amended	to	allow	the	development	of	a	landfill.		Nonetheless,	despite	the	General	Plan	designation	
and	zoning,	based	on	the	screening	evaluation	the	site	appears	viable	as	an	alternative	for	landfill	development.	
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National	 Quarries,	 which	 is	 a	 quarry	 and	 a	 processing	 plant	 for	 granite.	 	 No	 known	 utilities	 or	 utility	
easements	transect	the	site.	

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	is	 located	in	a	rural	area.	 	The	area	is	generally	characterized	by	
agricultural	and	large‐lot	rural	residential	development.		In	addition,	the	area	has	other	land	uses	including	
quarries,	 day	 spas/resorts,	 and	 regional	 utility	 infrastructure	 for	 communications	 and	 water	 treatment.		
More	specifically,	the	Vista	Valley	Country	Club	is	 located	immediately	to	the	east	of	the	site.	 	The	Country	
Club	includes	a	private	golf	course	which	abuts	the	site	and	residences	located	further	east.		Residences	are	
also	located	immediately	to	the	west	of	the	site	at	a	higher	elevation	than	the	property.		National	Quarries	is	
located	immediately	southeast	of	the	site.		The	quarry	and	processing	plant	have	a	Major	Use	Permit	through	
the	County	which	expires	in	2026.		A	second	quarry	is	located	further	from	the	site	on	the	western	slopes	of	
the	Merriam	Mountains,	near	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road.		The	Cal‐a‐Vie	Health	Spa	is	located	northwest	of	the	
site.		Land	to	the	east	and	northeast	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	are	in	agricultural	use.			

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	topography	is	moderately	rugged	with	steep	natural	slopes,	with	
typical	slope	inclinations	on	the	order	of	2H:1V	or	steeper	locally.	 	The	primary	canyon	located	on	the	site	
drains	generally	to	the	north	and	is	west	of	and	adjacent	to	the	Vista	Valley	Country	Club	golf	course	in	the	
south	fork	of	Gopher	Canyon.		No	USGS	designated	blue	line	drainage	is	present	at	the	site;	however,	a	blue	
line	drainage	is	located	to	the	east	of	the	site	within	the	South	Fork	of	Gopher	Canyon.		The	elevations	on	site	
range	from	approximately	480	feet	amsl	on	the	northern	site	boundary	to	approximately	1,500	feet	amsl	at	
the	southwestern	site	boundary.			

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	is	designated	Semi‐Rural	Residential,	(SR‐4),	Rural	Lands	(RL‐20),	
Specific	Plan	Area,	Public/Semi‐Public	Facilities,	and	Public	Agency	Lands	in	the	County’s	General	Plan.		The	
northeastern	 and	northwestern	portions	 of	 the	 site	 are	 primarily	 designated	 Specific	 Plan	Area	 and	 SR‐4,	
respectively.		A	small	area	located	in	the	northwestern	area	is	designated	Public/Semi‐Public	Facilities.		The	
central	 portion	of	 the	 site	 is	 designated	RL‐20,	 Specific	Plan	Area,	 SR‐4,	 and	Public/Semi‐Public	 Facilities.		
The	southeastern	and	southwestern	portions	of	the	site	are	primarily	designated	Public	Agency	Lands	and	
RL‐20,	respectively.		The	majority	of	the	site	is	zoned	Limited	Agriculture	Use	Regulations	(A‐70).		However,	
the	 northeastern,	 eastern,	 and	 southwestern	 portions	 of	 the	 site	 are	 zoned	 Specific	 Planning	 Area	 Use	
Regulations	 (S‐88),	 S‐82,	 and	 Rural	 Residential	 (RR‐2.5),	 respectively.	 	 A	 mix	 of	 uses,	 including	 crop	 or	
animal	agricultural	uses;	mining,	quarrying,	borrow	pits,	and	oil	extraction	uses;	after	adoption	of	a	specific	
plan,	any	uses	allowed	by	the	specific	plan;	and	rural	residential	uses,	are	allowed	by	the	zoning.			

7.3.3  Alternative 5 – Merriam Mountain Alternative 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 site	was	 first	 identified	 in	 the	1986	Landfill	 Siting	Study	Northern	San	
Diego	County	Phase	I	conducted	by	Edarra,	Inc.		As	a	result	of	Phase	II	of	the	study,	Merriam	Mountain	was	
selected	for	further	consideration	by	the	Task	Force	involved	with	that	effort.		The	Merriam	Mountain	South	
site	was	considered	as	a	potential	 landfill	site	by	the	County	of	San	Diego	 in	the	1992	Supplemental	Siting	
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Study.	 	 In	 addition,	Merriam	Mountain	was	 designated	 as	 a	 tentative	 Class	 III	 landfill	 site	 in	 the	 County’s	
Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan	(1996).5			

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	is	located	in	North	County	approximately	nine	miles	southwest	of	the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 More	 specifically,	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 is	 located	
immediately	 west	 of	 I‐15,	 southwest	 of	 Lawrence	 Welk	 Village.	 	 The	 site	 is	 approximately	 five	 miles	
northeast	of	the	City	of	Vista	and	eight	miles	south	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site.	

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	would	be	approximately	553	acres	in	size	and	would	be	comprised	of	
numerous	 parcels	 held	 in	 private	 ownership.	 	 The	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 is	 located	within	 a	
2,327‐acre	area	evaluated	as	master‐planned	community	including	residential,	commercial,	recreational,	and	
open	space	land	uses	(County,	2009).		No	known	utilities	or	utility	easements	transect	the	site.	

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	is	undeveloped,	with	the	exception	of	several	paved	and	dirt	access	
roads	that	traverse	the	site.		The	site	is	located	in	the	middle	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	range	and	a	significant	
amount	of	land	surrounding	the	site	is	also	vacant.			

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	is	located	generally	in	a	rural	area.		Land	uses	that	abut	the	mountain	
range	include	rural	residential,	extractive,	communications/utilities,	freeway,	mobile	home	park,	golf	course,	
resort,	and	orchard/vineyard.		The	Lawrence	Welk	Village	is	located	to	the	east	of	the	site	across	I‐15.		The	
Golden	Door	resort/spa	is	located	south	of	the	site	west	of	the	I‐15.			

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	 topography	 is	 rugged	with	steep	natural	 slopes,	with	 typical	 slope	
inclinations	on	 the	order	of	2H:1V	or	steeper.	 	The	main	canyon	drains	generally	 to	 the	east.	 	BRG	(2002)	
reported	that	greater	than	50	percent	of	the	exposed	ground	along	the	uppermost	one‐third	of	the	natural	
hillsides	 consists	 of	 rock	 outcrops	 or	 boulders	 ranging	 from	 10	 to	 30	 feet	 in	 diameter,	 and	 that	 bedrock	
outcrops	 and	 boulders	 cover	 approximately	 10	 percent	 of	 the	 surface	 along	 the	 lower	 two‐thirds	 of	 the	
canyon	slopes.		One	intermittent	stream,	designated	by	USGS	as	a	blue	line	drainage,	flows	toward	the	east	in	
the	central	portion	of	the	site.		The	elevations	on	site	range	from	approximately	650	feet	amsl	on	the	eastern	
site	boundary	to	approximately	1,500	feet	amsl	at	several	locations	on	the	western	site	boundary.			

The	Merriam	Mountain	site	is	designated	Semi‐Rural	Residential	(SR‐4),	Rural	Lands	(RL‐20),	Specific	Plan	
Area,	Public/Semi‐Public	Facilities,	and	Public	Agency	Lands	in	the	County’s	General	Plan.		The	site	is	zoned	
Limited	Agriculture	Use	Regulations	(A‐70).					

7.3.4  Alternative 6 – East Otay Mesa Alternative 

The	 voters	 of	 San	Diego	 County	 approved	 Proposition	A,	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Recycling	 Collection	 Center	 and	
Landfill	Ordinance,	in	June	2010,	which	amended	the	General	Plan	and	the	zoning	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	site	
to	allow	for	the	construction	and	operation	of	a	landfill	and	recycling	center	on	the	approximately	450‐acre	
site.	 	 Proposition	 A	 indicates	 that	 approximately	 340	 acres	 of	 the	 site	would	 be	 used	 for	 the	 facility	 and	
approximately	110	acres	of	the	site	would	remain	as	open	space.	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	was	
																																																													
5	 Merriam	Mountain	was	removed	from	the	Siting	Element	in	the	County’s	2005	Update	of	the	Siting	Element	since	the	General	Plan	

and	 zoning	 for	 the	 site	 had	 not	 been	 amended	 to	 allow	 the	 development	 of	 a	 landfill.	 	 Nonetheless,	 despite	 the	 General	 Plan	
designation	and	zoning,	based	on	the	screening	evaluation	the	site	appears	viable	as	an	alternative	for	landfill	development.	
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also	 identified	 in the site feasibility assessment for Southwest San Diego County prepared by Ogden 
Environmental and Energy Services (Ogden, 1993). 

An	 Initial	 Study	 and	Notice	 of	 Preparation	was	 circulated	 in	 September	 2011	by	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	
Local	Enforcement	Agency	(LEA)	for	the	development	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Recycling	Collection	Center	and	
Landfill,	 which	 is	 the	 first	 step	 in	 the	 environmental	 review	 process	 for	 a	 development	 project.	 	 The	
conceptual	 design	 evaluated	 in	 this	 EIS	 uses	 the	 site	 boundary	 from	 the	 10	 percent	 design	 plans	 for	 the	
facility,	 which	 were	 prepared	 by	 Geo‐Logic	 Associates.	 	 The	 boundary	 from	 the	 10	 percent	 design	 plans	
contains	 approximately	 344	 acres.	 	 It	 is	 assumed	 that	 approximately	 110	 acres	 of	 open	 space	 would	 be	
provided	 in	 accordance	 with	 Proposition	 A.	 	 The	 conceptual	 design	 of	 the	 landfill	 used	 in	 this	 EIS	 was	
developed	by	Geosyntec	to	be	comparable	in	size	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	located	in	southern	San	Diego	County	approximately	0.25 miles from 
the United States-Mexico international border.  More	specifically,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	located	
approximately two miles east of the Siempre Viva Road exit from SR 905, east of the terminus of Otay Mesa Road.  
The site is located approximately one quarter mile east of Loop Road and west of planned SR 11.  The site is 
approximately two miles east of the community of Otay Mesa, and is approximately 55 miles south of the 
Applicant’s Proposed Alternative.			

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	located	generally	in	a	rural	area	and	is	currently	undeveloped.		There	
is	 industrial/commercial	 development	 located	 to	 the	 northwest	 of	 the	 site.	 	 The	 area	 south	 of	 the	
international	border	with	Mexico	is	developed	with	a	mix	of	uses,	including	residential	and	commercial	uses,	
at	a	fairly	high	density	of	development.	

The site and surrounding areas feature moderately rugged and steep natural slopes, with typical slope inclinations 
on the order of 2H:1V or flatter. The	 elevations	 on	 site	 range	 from	 approximately	 560	 feet	 amsl	 at	 the	
southwestern	portion	of	the	site	to	approximately	1,000	feet	amsl	near	the	eastern	site	boundary.		The three 
primary canyons and associated drainages flow toward the southwest across the site. An existing high-voltage 
transmission line is located adjacent to the western portion of the site. 

Proposition	A	amended	 the	General	Plan	designation	 and	 zoning	of	 the	 approximately	450‐acre	 site.	 	The	
East	 Otay	Mesa	 site	 is	 designated	 Public/Semi‐Public	 Lands	with	 a	 Solid	Waste	 Facility	Designator	 in	 the	
County’s	General	Plan.		The	site	was	rezoned	from	S88	and	S90	to	Solid	Waste	Facility	(SWF).				

7.3.5  Alternative 7 – Sycamore Canyon Expansion Alternative 

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Landfill	 is	 an	 existing	 491‐acre	 facility	 located	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	Diego.	 	 Sycamore	
Canyon	Landfill	was	initially	permitted	in	1963	when	the	City	issued	Conditional	Use	Permit	(CUP)	No.	6066	
to	the	County	of	San	Diego,	the	agency	owning	the	site	at	the	time.		The	facility	operates	under	revised	Solid	
Waste	Facilities	Permit	No.	37‐AA‐0023	along	with	various	permits	from	the	San	Diego	Air	Pollution	Control	
District	(SDAPCD),	RWQCB,	and	other	agencies.	 	The	landfill	 is	currently	owned	and	operated	by	Sycamore	
Landfill,	Inc.	(SLI),	a	subsidiary	of	Allied	Waste	Industries,	pursuant	to	a	Franchise	Agreement	with	the	City	
of	San	Diego.			
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SLI	is	currently	in	the	process	of	obtaining	approvals	for	a	vertical	and	horizontal	expansion	of	the	facility.		
An	EIR	was	certified	and	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	was	approved	by	the	City	of	San	
Diego	in	December	2008.		Opponents	to	the	project	filed	lawsuits	challenging	the	EIR	and	the	court	held	that	
the	City	erred	in	adopting	a	higher	final	grade	(1,145‐foot	amsl)	landfill	alternative	and	ordered	the	City	to	
decertify	 the	EIR	and	rescind	 the	associated	approvals.	 	The	City	of	San	Diego,	as	 lead	agency	 for	 the	EIR,	
certified	 a	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 dated	 August	 2012	 to	 address	 the	 court	 order.	 	 The	 proposed	 expansion	 as	
defined	in	the	EIR	for	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	is	being	considered	as	an	alternative	
to	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	in	this	EIS.		The	following	summarizes	information	contained	in	the	
August	2012	Revised	Final	EIR,	which	is	incorporated	by	reference.	

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	is	located	within	the	City	of	San	Diego	off	SR	52	near	Mast	Boulevard.		More	
specifically,	 the	 landfill	 occupies	 Little	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 in	 the	 eastern	 portion	 of	 the	 City,	 within	
approximately	one	mile	of	 the	City	of	 Santee	 limits.	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	Expansion	Alternative	
site	 is	 located	south	of	Naval	Air	Station	Miramar	and	generally	northeast	of	Mission	Trails	Regional	Park.		
The	site	is	located	approximately	13	miles	northeast	of	downtown	San	Diego,	and	approximately	0.75	mile	
west	of	the	boundary	between	the	cities	of	San	Diego	and	Santee.				

The	site	is	approximately	491	acres	in	size.		The	immediately	surrounding	area	is	undeveloped.		The	Marine	
Corps	 Air	 Station	Miramar	 lands	 used	 for	military	 training,	 and	 conserved	 open	 space	 are	 located	 to	 the	
north	of	the	site.	The	Mission	Trails	Regional	Park	lands	are	located	to	the	south.		Undeveloped	private	land	
lies	 immediately	to	the	west	and	east.	 	 In	addition,	West	Hills	Park	and	West	Hills	High	School	are	 located	
approximately	 0.75	mile	 southeast	 of	 the	 landfill	 area.	 The	 Santee	 Lakes	 and	Recreation	Area	 are	 located	
approximately	0.75	mile	to	the	east.	Existing	residential	areas	are	located	approximately	0.7	mile	from	the	
landfill	to	the	east,	0.75	mile	to	the	southeast,	and	one	mile	to	the	south.	

The	topography	in	the	drainage	at	the	bottom	of	Little	Sycamore	Canyon	at	the	site	ranges	from	430	to	640	
feet	amsl.		Adjacent	ridges	have	elevation	greater	than	900	feet	amsl.		Spring	Canyon	is	located	west	of	Little	
Sycamore	Canyon	and	Quail	Canyon	is	located	to	the	east	of	the	landfill.			

The	site	 is	 located	in	the	East	Elliott	Community	Plan	area.	 	The	Master	Plan	would	include	a	General	Plan	
and	 Community	 Plan	 amendment	 that	 would	 redesignate	 a	 net	 21	 acres	 of	 Open	 Space	 and	 5	 acres	 of	
Commercial	Office	to	Industrial	and/or	Sanitary	Landfill	in	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	East	Elliot	Community	
Plan.	 	Although	 the	majority	of	 the	site	has	been	used	 for	a	 landfill	 since	 the	1960s,	 the	alternative	would	
rezone	 currently	 zoned	 residential	 (RS‐1‐8)	 to	 industrial	 (IH‐2‐1).	 	 The	Master	 Plan	would	 supercede	 the	
previously	granted	Conditional	Use	Permit	under	which	the	landfill	currently	operates.		Vacation	of	several	
existing	public	road	rights‐of‐way	and	public	slope	and	utility	easements	crossing	the	alternative	site	would	
also	be	required.		The	alternative	would	also	include	the	relocation	of	existing	SDG&E	transmission	lines	that	
currently	bisect	the	landfill	 footprint	to	a	 location	along	the	western	and	northern	boundary.	 	The	existing	
utility	easement	would	be	abandoned	once	the	relocation	is	complete.		Finally,	the	alternative	would	include	
a	consolidated	parcel	map	to	ensure	that	no	legal	parcels	within	the	landfill	are	left	without	legal	access.		A	
grant	 deed	 from	 the	 City	 would	 convey	 the	 entrance	 parcel	 containing	 the	 access	 road	 to	 the	 applicant	
pursuant	to	a	three‐party	agreement	entered	into	with	Caltrans	as	part	of	completion	of	SR	52.	

8.0  SUMMARY OF EFFECTS  

Table	ES‐2,	Summary	of	Comparison	of	Alternatives,	provides	a	summary	of	the	effects	for	each	of	the	seven	
alternatives.	 	 In	 some	 instances	an	 issue	area	has	various	 criteria	 that	are	evaluated	and	conclusions	may	
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vary.	 	 For	 example,	 a	 significant	 adverse	 aesthetics	 effect	 could	 occur	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 alteration	 of	
landform	character	and	the	effect	with	regard	to	view	or	visual	resources	may	be	an	adverse	effect	but	not	a	
significant	 adverse	 effect.	 	 Therefore,	 Table	 ES‐2	 indicates	 the	 specific	 criteria	 for	 which	 the	 significant	
adverse	 effect	 would	 occur.	 	 In	 addition,	 Table	 ES‐2	 indicates	 whether	 or	 not	 mitigation	 measures	 are	
proposed.					
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Table ES‐2 
 

Summary Comparison of Alternatives 

	
Environmental 

Issue 
Applicant’s 
Proposed  No Federal Action  Aspen Road 

Gopher Canyon 
Road 

Merriam 
Mountain  East Otay Mesa 

Sycamore Canyon 
Expansion 

Aesthetics	 Significant	
Adverse		
(landform	
character)		

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

	

Not		Adverse

	

Significant	
Adverse	
(landform	
character;	view	
quality;	and	
neighborhood	
character)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
Adverse	
(neighborhood	
character)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
Adverse	
(landform	
character;	view	
quality;	and	
neighborhood	
character)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
Adverse	
(neighborhood	
character)	

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

Significant	Adverse	
(visual	quality	and	
neighborhood	
character)	

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

Agricultural	
Resources	

Not	Adverse		 Not	Adverse

	

Significant	
adverse		
(conversion	of	
farmlands	and	
compatibility	
with	existing	
farmlands)	

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

Not	Adverse

	

Not	Adverse

	

Significant	
Adverse	
(conversion	of	
farmlands)	

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

Not	Adverse

	

Air	Quality	and	
Greenhouse	
Gases	

Significant	
adverse		(violate	
air	quality	
standard	and	
cumulatively	
considerable	net	
increase	of	
criteria	
pollutants	for	
which	the	region	
is	in	non‐

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	[San	
Diego	Air	Basin]	

[No	mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
Adverse	[South	
Coast	Air	Basin]	
(violate	air	

Significant	
adverse		(violate	
air	quality	
standard	and	
cumulatively	
considerable	net	
increase	of	
criteria	
pollutants	for	
which	the	region	
is	in	non‐

Significant	
adverse		(violate	
air	quality	
standard	and	
cumulatively	
considerable	net	
increase	of	
criteria	
pollutants	for	
which	the	region	
is	in	non‐

Significant	
adverse		(violate	
air	quality	
standard	and	
cumulatively	
considerable	net	
increase	of	
criteria	
pollutants	for	
which	the	region	
is	in	non‐

Significant	
adverse		
(violate	air	
quality	
standard	and	
cumulatively	
considerable	
net	increase	of	
criteria	
pollutants	for	
which	the	

Significant	adverse		
(violate	air	quality	
standard	and	
cumulatively	
considerable	net	
increase	of	criteria	
pollutants	for	which	
the	region	is	in	non‐
attainment)	

[No	feasible	
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Environmental 
Issue 

Applicant’s 
Proposed  No Federal Action  Aspen Road 

Gopher Canyon 
Road 

Merriam 
Mountain  East Otay Mesa 

Sycamore Canyon 
Expansion 

attainment)	

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

quality	standard	
and	cumulatively	
considerable	net	
increase	of	
criteria	
pollutants	for	
which	the	region	
is	in	non‐
attainment)	

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

attainment)

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

attainment)

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

attainment)

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

region	is	in	non‐
attainment)	

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

mitigation]

Biological	
Resources	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
adverse	(wildlife	
corridor)	

[Mitigation	
proposed;	no	
feasible	
Mitigation	for	
wildlife	corridor]	

Significant	
adverse	(wildlife	
corridor)	

[Mitigation	
proposed;	no	
feasible	
Mitigation	for	
wildlife	corridor]	

Significant	
adverse	(conflict	
with	goals)		

[Mitigation	
proposed;	no	
feasible	
Mitigation	for	
conflict	with	
goals]	

Significant	
adverse	(loss	of	
habitat;	conflict	
with	goals)	

[Mitigation	
proposed;	no	
feasible	
Mitigation	for	
conflict	with	
goals]]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]		
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Environmental 
Issue 

Applicant’s 
Proposed  No Federal Action  Aspen Road 

Gopher Canyon 
Road 

Merriam 
Mountain  East Otay Mesa 

Sycamore Canyon 
Expansion 

Historical	and	
Archaeological	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[Mitigation	
proposed	for	
First	San	Diego	
Aqueduct	
relocation	
option]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)		

[Mitigation	
proposed]		

Traditional	
Cultural	
Properties	
	

Significant	
adverse	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)		

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Geology	and	
Soils	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
adverse	(mineral	
resources)			

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
adverse	(mineral	
resources)		

[Mitigation	
proposed]		

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]			

Human	Health	
and	Safety	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	
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Environmental 
Issue 

Applicant’s 
Proposed  No Federal Action  Aspen Road 

Gopher Canyon 
Road 

Merriam 
Mountain  East Otay Mesa 

Sycamore Canyon 
Expansion 

Hydrogeology	 Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)		

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Land	Use	and	
Planning	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Significant	
adverse	(conflict	
with	land	use	
plans	and	RCA)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
adverse		(conflict	
with	Community	
Plan)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
adverse	(conflict	
with	Community	
Plan	and	RCA)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
adverse		
(conflict	with	
land	use	plans	
and	RCA)	

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

Significant	adverse		
(conflict	with	land	
use	plans)	

[No	feasible	
mitigation]	

Noise	and	
Vibration	

Significant	
adverse	(traffic	
noise)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

	

Significant	
adverse	
(blasting;	traffic	
noise)	

[No	Feasible	
Mitigation	for	
traffic	or	blasting	
noise;	Mitigation	
proposed	for	
operational	
noise]	

Significant	
adverse	
(blasting;	traffic	
noise)	

[No	Feasible	
Mitigation	for	
traffic	or	blasting	
noise;	Mitigation	
proposed	for	
operational	
noise]	

Significant	
adverse	
(blasting;	traffic	
noise)	

[No	Feasible	
Mitigation	for	
traffic	or	blasting	
noise;	Mitigation	
proposed	for	
operational	
noise]	

Significant	
adverse	
(blasting;	traffic	
noise)	

[No	Feasible	
Mitigation	for	
traffic	or	
blasting	noise;	
Mitigation	
proposed	for	
operational	
noise]	

Significant	adverse		

(operation)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	
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Environmental 
Issue 

Applicant’s 
Proposed  No Federal Action  Aspen Road 

Gopher Canyon 
Road 

Merriam 
Mountain  East Otay Mesa 

Sycamore Canyon 
Expansion 

Law	
Enforcement	
facilities	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Fire	Protection	
and	Emergency	
Medical	
Services	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse 	

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Schools	 Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

	

Recreation	 Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Socioeconomics	 Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)		

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	
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Environmental 
Issue 

Applicant’s 
Proposed  No Federal Action  Aspen Road 

Gopher Canyon 
Road 

Merriam 
Mountain  East Otay Mesa 

Sycamore Canyon 
Expansion 

Surface	
Hydrology	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)			

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]			

Transportation		 Significant	
adverse	(near	
term	and	
buildout)	

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
adverse	(near	
term)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
adverse	(near	
term)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
adverse	(near	
term)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	
adverse	(near	
term	and	
buildout)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Significant	adverse	
(near	term	and	
buildout)	

[Mitigation	
proposed]	

Water	Supply	 Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Wastewater	 Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	
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Environmental 
Issue 

Applicant’s 
Proposed  No Federal Action  Aspen Road 

Gopher Canyon 
Road 

Merriam 
Mountain  East Otay Mesa 

Sycamore Canyon 
Expansion 

Gas	and	Electric	 Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Not	Adverse

	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]		

Adverse (not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	
adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

Adverse	(not	
significant	adverse)	

[No	Mitigation	
proposed]	

   

Notes: Not adverse is used when no change in the environment is expected; 
Adverse (not significant adverse) is used when the alternative would cause a change, but not a change that would exceed the evaluation criteria; and 
Significant adverse is used when the alternative would result in a change that would exceed the applicable evaluation criteria. 
 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012. 
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Chapter	6,	Cumulative	Analysis,	of	this	EIS	provides	the	cumulative	analysis	by	alternative.		NEPA	regulations	
define	“cumulative	impact”	as	"the	impact	on	the	environment	which	results	from	the	incremental	impact	of	
the	action	when	added	to	other	past,	present,	and	reasonably	foreseeable	future	actions	regardless	of	what	
agency	 or	 person	 undertakes	 such	 other	 actions"	 (40	 CFR	 1508.7).	 	 NEPA	 considers	 that	 "[c]umulative	
impacts	can	result	from	individually	minor	but	collectively	significant	actions	taking	place	over	a	period	of	
time"	 (40	 CFR	 1508.7).	 	 "Determining	 the	 cumulative	 environmental	 consequences	 of	 an	 action	 requires	
delineating	the	cause‐and‐effect	relationships	between	the	multiple	actions	and	the	resources,	ecosystems,	
and	human	 communities	 of	 concern."	 (Council	 on	Environmental	Quality),	 Considering	Cumulative	Effects	
Under	 the	 National	 Environmental	 Policy	 Act	 (January	 1997).	 	 Table	 ES‐3,	 Summary	 Comparison	 of	
Alternatives	–	Significant	Adverse	Cumulative	Effects,	provides	a	summary	comparison	of	significant	adverse	
effects	for	the	seven	alternatives	that	are	evaluated	in	this	EIS.		Table	ES‐3	includes	only	issue	areas	in	which	
one	or	more	of	the	alternatives	would	contribute	to	a	cumulatively	significant	adverse	effect.		In	other	words,	
if	none	of	 the	alternatives	would	contribute	to	a	significant	adverse	effect	 the	 issue	area	 is	not	 included	in	
Table	ES‐3	(i.e.,	law	enforcement,	fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	service,	schools,	recreation,	water	
supply,	and	wastewater,	etc.)	
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Table ES‐3 
 

Summary Comparison of Alternatives – Significant Adverse Cumulative Effects 

	
Environmental 

Issue 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

No Federal 
Action  Aspen Road 

Gopher Canyon 
Road 

Merriam 
Mountain  East Otay Mesa 

Sycamore Canyon 
Expansion 

Agricultural	
Resources	

	 	 Significant	
Adverse	

	 Significant	Adverse

Air	Quality	and	
Greenhouse	
Gases		

Significant	
Adverse	

	Significant	
Adverse	
(South	
Coast	Air	
Basin)	

Significant	
Adverse	

Significant	
Adverse	

Significant	
Adverse	

Significant	Adverse Significant	Adverse

Biological	
Resources	

	 Significant	
adverse	
(wildlife	
corridor)	
	

Significant	
adverse	
(wildlife	
corridor)	
	

Significant	
adverse	
(conflict	with	
plans)		
	

Significant	adverse	
(loss	of	habitat;	
conflict	with	plans)	
	

Significant	adverse	
(loss	of	habitat)		
	

Traditional	
Cultural	
Properties	

Significant	
Adverse	

	

Geology	and	Soils	 	 Significant	
Adverse	

Significant	
Adverse	

Noise	and	
Vibration	

Significant	
Adverse	(traffic	
noise)	

Significant	
Adverse	(traffic	
noise)

Significant	
Adverse	(traffic	
noise)

Significant	
Adverse	
(traffic	noise)

Significant	Adverse
(traffic	noise)	 	

Transportation		 Significant	
Adverse	
	

Significant	
Adverse	

Significant	
Adverse	

Significant	
Adverse	

Significant	Adverse Significant	Adverse

   

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Section	4.6,	Environmental	Justice,	of	the	EIS	contains	an	analysis	pursuant	to	federal	guidelines	that	require	
an	 evaluation	 to	 determine	 whether	 individual	 and/or	 cumulative	 environmental	 impacts	 identified	 as	
significant	adverse	effects	would	have	disproportionately	high	and	adverse	health	and	environmental	effects	
on	minority,	low‐income	and/or	Native	American	(tribal)	populations.		The	analysis	evaluates	environmental	
topics	that	were	found	to	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	determine	whether	those	effects	would	fall	
on	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	populations.	 	If	such	populations	were	affected,	the	impacts	were	further	
evaluated	 to	 determine	 whether	 the	 nature	 of	 those	 impacts	 would	 be	 disproportionate	 to	 impacts	 on	
communities	 that	would	 be	non‐tribal,	 non‐minority,	 or	 non	 low‐income	 in	 nature.	 	 Table	 ES‐4,	Summary	
Comparison	of	Environmental	Justice	Effects,	provides	a	summary	comparison	of	the	effects	on	minority,	low‐
income	and/or	Native	American	populations.		Not	all	issue	areas	are	included	in	the	table	because	if	there	is	
no	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 that	 would	 occur	 from	 an	 alternative,	 there	 is	 no	 potential	 for	 a	
disproportionately	high	and	adverse	effect	to	occur.	
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Table ES‐4 
 Summary Comparison of Environmental Justice Effects   

	
Environmental 

Issue 
Applicant’s 
Proposed  No Federal Action  Aspen Road 

Gopher Canyon 
Road 

Merriam 
Mountain  East Otay Mesa 

Sycamore Canyon 
Expansion 

Aesthetics	 Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect		
	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

	No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

	No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

Significant	adverse	
effect	relative	to	
proximity	to	
U.S./Mexico	
international	border	

	No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

Air	Quality	and	
Greenhouse	Gases	

Potential	for	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	(San	Diego	Air	
Basin)	

Potential	for	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	(South	Coast	
Air	Basin)	

	Potential	for	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	(San	Diego	Air	
Basin)	

Potential	for	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	(San	Diego	Air	
Basin)	

Potential	for	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	(San	Diego	
Air	Basin)	

Potential	for	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	(San	Diego	Air	
Basin)	

Potential	for	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	(San	Diego	
Air	Basin)	

Traditional	
Cultural	
Properties	

Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

Land	Use	–	
Consistency	with	
Land	Use	Plans	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

Noise	and	
Vibration	

Potential	for	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	(blasting)	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	(traffic	noise)	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

Transportation	 Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	Significant	
Adverse	Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

No	
Disproportionately	
High	and	Adverse	
Effect	

   

No Significant Adverse Effect ‐ If there is no significant adverse effect that would occur from an alternative, there is no potential for a disproportionately high and adverse effect to occur.   

Potential	for	Disproportionately	High	and	Adverse	Effect:		In	some	instances,	the	significant	adverse	effect	is	a	regional	impact,	such	as	traffic	or	view	for	travelers.		As	such	
the	affected	population	would	vary	and	could	include	the	population	in	the	vicinity	of	the	site	as	well	as	visitors	to	an	area.		
It	should	be	noted	that	the	larger	region	(community	of	comparison),	San	Diego	County,	has	a	52	percent	minority	population.			
	
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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9.0  ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The	 Council	 of	 Environmental	 Quality	 (CEQ)	 regulations	 for	 implementing	 NEPA	 [40	 CFR	 1502.14(e)]	
require	that	a	draft	EIS:		“Identify	the	lead	agency’s	preferred	alternative	or	alternatives,	if	one	or	more	exists	
in	the	draft	statement	and	identify	such	alternative	in	the	final	statement	unless	another	law	prohibits	the	
expression	 of	 such	 a	 preference.”	 	 The	 USACE	 has	 not	 yet	 identified	 a	 preferred	 alternative	 among	 the	
alternatives	 evaluated	 and	 therefore,	 no	 preferred	 alternative	 is	 identified	 in	 this	 draft	 EIS.	 	 A	 preferred	
alternative	will	be	identified	following	receipt	and	consideration	of	public	comments	on	this	EIS.		Therefore,	
a	preferred	alternative	will	be	identified	in	the	Final	EIS	as	required	by	CEQ	regulations.			
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

This	chapter	presents	background	and	introductory	 information	for	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	
project	by	Gregory	Canyon,	Ltd.	(Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative)	in	northern	San	Diego	County,	California.		
This	chapter	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Statement	(EIS)	presents	the:		

 Site	Location,	Background	and	Overview	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative;	

 Purpose	of	the	EIS;	

 Lead	and	Cooperating	Agencies;	

 Agency	Coordination	and	Scoping	Process;	

 Scope	and	Content	of	the	EIS;	

 Key	Principals	Guiding	Preparation	of	the	EIS;	and	

 Availability	of	the	Draft	EIS	

This	Draft	EIS	has	been	prepared	in	accordance	with	the	requirements	of	the	National	Environmental	Policy	
Act	 (NEPA)	 (42	USC	 4321	 et	 seq.)	 and	 in	 conformance	with	 the	 Council	 for	 Environmental	Quality	 (CEQ)	
Regulations	 Implementing	 NEPA	 (40	 CFR	 1500	 et	 seq.)	 and	 the	 United	 States	 Army	 Corps	 of	 Engineers	
(USACE)	Procedures	for	Implementing	NEPA	(33	CFR	325,	Appendix	B).		The	USACE	is	the	NEPA	lead	agency.	

This	Draft	EIS	describes	the	affected	resources	and	evaluates	the	potential	 impacts	of	those	resources	as	a	
result	of	 implementing	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	other	 alternatives	 evaluated.1	 	 This	Draft	
EIS	will	be	used	to	inform	decision	makers	and	the	public	about	the	environmental	effects	of	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative.	

1.1  SITE LOCATION, OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND OF APPLICANT’S PROPOSED 

ALTERNATIVE 

The	 proposed	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 site	 is	 located	 in	 northern	 San	 Diego	 County	 approximately	 three	
miles	 east	 of	 Interstate	 15	 (I‐15)	 and	 two	 miles	 southwest	 of	 the	 community	 of	 Pala.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	would	 include	 the	 construction,	 operation,	 and	 closure	of	 a	Class	 III	 landfill	with	 an	
approximately	 30‐million	 ton	 capacity.	 	 The	 proposed	 landfill	 would	 have	 a	 maximum	 daily	 intake	 of	
5,000	tons	and	an	annual	intake	of	one	million	tons	of	solid	waste.		The	landfill	would	have	a	life	expectancy	
of	about	30	years.			

Figure	 1‐1,	 Site	 Plan	 of	 the	 Proposed	Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill,	 shows	 the	 proposed	 layout	 of	 the	 Gregory	
Canyon	Landfill.		The	landfill	components	would	occupy	approximately	308	acres	of	an	approximately	1,770‐
acre	site,	or	17	percent	of	the	site.		 	 	The	project	components	would	include	an	access	road	and	bridge	(4.1	

																																																													
1		 The	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Draft	EIS	evaluates	 five	alternatives	 to	 the	Applicant's	Proposed	Alternative	as	well	as	a	No	Federal	

Action	Alternative.		In	this	EIS,	the	USACE’s	federal	action	is	whether	to	issue	a	permit,	issue	with	modification	or	conditions,	or	deny	
the	permit	as	requested	by	Gregory	Canyon,	Ltd.	 	The	permit	evaluation	considers	only	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Action	within	the	
proposed	Gregory	Canyon	site.		The	analysis	of	the	five	off‐site	alternatives	in	this	EIS	is	solely	provided	to	support	compliance	with	
NEPA;	this	EIS	does	not	consider	any	federal	action	for	any	of	the	five	alternative	sites.			
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acres),	the	landfill	 footprint	(196.3	acres),	two	borrow/stockpile	areas	(86.9	acres),	ancillary	facilities	area	
(11.9	acres),	 internal	 haul	 road	 (3.1	acres),	 and	 two	 desilting	 basins	 (5.5	 acres).	 	 The	majority	 of	 the	 site	
(1,313	acres)	would	be	dedicated	as	permanent	open	space	for	long‐term	preservation	of	sensitive	habitat	
and	species.	

Several	activities,	which	are	considered	the	initial	construction	phase,	are	necessary	to	prepare	the	site	and	
the	landfill	for	operation.		The	initial	construction	period	would	be	approximately	nine	to	twelve	months	in	
duration.		The	initial	construction	activities	would	include:		

 removal	of	existing	buildings	and	any	remaining	manure	from	the	dairy	operation;		

 construction	of	access	road	and	bridge;		

 improvements	to	State	Route	(SR)	76	at	the	access	road;		

 construction	of	the	ancillary	facilities;		

 Installation	of	the	RO	system	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area;	

 excavation	of	approximately	50	acres	of	Phase	I	of	the	landfill	footprint;		

 installation	of	subdrain	system,	leachate	collection	and	removal	system,	and	double	composite	liner;		

 installation	of	water	storage	tanks,	desilting	basins,	a	portion	of	the	perimeter	storm	drain	channels,	
and	monitoring	wells;		

 preparation	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A;		

 clearance	and	grading	of	turnouts	along	the	internal	haul	road	between	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	and	
the	landfill	footprint;	and		

 initiation	of	the	Habitat	Restoration	and	Resource	Management	Plan	(HRRMP).	

Access Road and Bridge 

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 include	 the	 construction	 of	 an	 access	 road	 and	 bridge	 that	
would	cross	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		The	approximately	35.5‐foot	wide	bridge	would	be	approximately	640	
feet	in	length,	with	five	sets	of	piles.		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	modifications	to	SR	
76	at	the	entrance.		The	modifications	would	widen	the	roadway	to	52	to	64	feet	to	provide	for	an	eastbound	
deceleration	 lane	 and	 a	 westbound	 left	 turn	 lane	 and	 would	 realign	 approximately	 1,700	 linear	 feet	 of	
roadway	to	the	south	of	the	existing	alignment	to	improve	sight	distance	and	facilitate	truck	movements	at	
the	access	road	on	SR76.		

Landfill Footprint 

The	landfill	footprint	would	be	located	within	Gregory	Canyon	(see	Figure	1‐1).		As	is	typical	for	landfills,	the	
proposed	landfill	would	be	constructed	and	filled	in	phases.	 	 Initial	construction,	which	would	occur	at	the	
beginning	of	 the	development	 for	about	nine	to	twelve	months,	would	have	the	greatest	excavation.	 	Mass	
excavation	of	soil	and	rock	would	be	limited	to	10,000	cubic	yards	per	day.		Excavation	activities	within	the	
refuse	footprint	would	involve	the	removal	of	approximately	7.9	million	cubic	yards	(mcy)	of	material	during	
the	 life	 of	 the	 landfill.	 	 The	material	 removed	 to	 create	 the	 landfill	 footprint	would	 be	 suitable	 for	 cover	
material	with	limited	processing,	primarily	crushing	of	the	rippable	hard	rock.		The	rock	material	would	be	



Site Boundary

Existing SDG&E Gas Line Easement
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Proposed SDG&E Easement
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Proposed Realignment of SDCWA Aqueduct Easement (Option)
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Access Road and Bridge

Ancillary Facilities Area

Borrow/Stockpile Area A
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Desilting Basin
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Landfill Footprint

Relocated Power Pole Pad

SR 76 Realignment

Additional Groundwater Monitoring Wells

Landfill Gas Migration Monitoring Probe
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Water Well

FIGURE
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processed	 within	 the	 southwestern	 portion	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 area	 using	 a	 crusher	 and	 screens.		
Crushed	 rock	would	be	 stored	 for	 future	 use	 or	 processed	 for	 use	 as	 cover	 or	 as	 a	 base	 for	 internal	 haul	
roads.		No	rock	would	be	exported	off‐site.	

The	bottom,	flatter	area	of	the	landfill	footprint	would	be	graded	to	drain	northerly	at	a	minimum	gradient	of	
five	percent.		The	overall	interior	slope	gradient	would	be	2	feet	to	1	foot,	or	2:1	(horizontal	to	vertical).	The	
elevations	 of	 the	 finished	 bottom	 subgrade	 or	 floor	 area	 for	 the	 refuse	 footprint	 range	 between	
approximately	380	 feet	above	mean	sea	 level	 (amsl)	at	 the	northwestern	corner	 to	about	925	amsl	at	 the	
southern	 portion.	 	 From	 the	 existing	 contours	 to	 the	 finished	 bottom	 contours,	 the	 depth	 of	 excavation	
ranges	from	near	zero	to	a	maximum	of	about	100	feet	deep	at	the	southern	end	of	the	canyon.	

Once	 the	excavation	 is	 complete	and	prior	 to	acceptance	of	waste,	a	 liner	system	would	be	 installed.	 	The	
liner	system	includes	a	subdrain	system,	double	composite	liner	system,	and	leachate	and	collection	removal	
system	(LCRS).	 	The	double	composite	liner	would	exceed	the	minimum	prescriptive	design	standards	and	
regulations	for	Class	III	solid	waste	sites	as	specified	in	40	CFR	258.40(b).			

Borrow/Stockpile Areas 

Approximately	 87	 acres	 of	 borrow/stockpile	 area	would	 be	 provided	 in	 two	 locations	 to	 the	west	 of	 the	
landfill	 footprint.	 	 The	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	 would	 be	 used	 to	 store	 or	 excavate	 material	 for	 daily	
operation	of	the	landfill.		Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A,	which	would	be	about	22	acres	in	size,	would	be	located	
adjacent	to	the	western	property	boundary.	 	A	haul	road	would	connect	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	with	the	
landfill	footprint.		The	haul	road	would	be	20	feet	wide	and	would	run	along	the	base	of	the	adjacent	hillside	
with	turn‐out	locations	for	heavy	equipment.	 	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B,	which	would	be	about	65	acres	in	
size,	would	be	located	immediately	to	the	west	of	the	southern	portion	of	the	landfill	footprint.			

Ancillary Facilities 

The	access	road	would	lead	to	the	ancillary	facilities	area	just	north	of	the	landfill	footprint.		Upon	entering	
the	ancillary	facilities	area,	vehicles	would	pass	through	the	fee	booth	and	scales.	 	An	administrative	office	
and	maintenance	building	would	be	located	in	the	facilities	area.		A	recyclable	drop	off	area	would	be	located	
on	the	east	side	of	 the	maintenance	building.	 	Although	hazardous	materials	would	not	be	collected	at	 the	
site,	a	hazardous	materials	storage	area	would	be	maintained	for	use	if	such	materials	are	found	in	the	refuse	
during	operations.			

Storage	tanks	would	also	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		Two,	10,000‐gallon	leachate	holding	tanks	
and	one,	 10,000‐gallon	 subdrain	water	 tank	would	be	 located	 in	 the	 southwestern	 corner	of	 the	 ancillary	
facilities	area.		A	diesel	storage	tank	within	a	concrete	containment	wall	would	be	located	on	the	south	side	
of	the	building	for	refueling	of	equipment.		A	20,000‐gallon	potable	water	tank	would	be	located	just	north	of	
the	 paved	 area.	 In	 addition,	 a	 10,000‐gallon	 water	 tank	 would	 be	 constructed	 within	 Borrow/Stockpile	
Area	B.			

In	addition	to	storage	tanks,	a	reverse	osmosis	(RO)	system	would	be	installed	in	the	southwestern	portion	
of	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area.	 	 The	50‐gallon	per	minute	 (gpm)	RO	 system	would	provide	 a	 groundwater	
treatment	facility	for	use	in	the	event	that	groundwater	impacts	were	identified.			
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An	alternate	water	 supply	 to	meet	on‐site	water	demand	would	be	 through	 the	use	of	 recycled	water.	 	 In	
2009,	Gregory	Canyon,	Ltd.	entered	into	a	contract	with	the	San	Gabriel	Valley	Water	Company	(SGVWC)2	to	
supply	up	to	80,000	gpd	of	recycled	water	to	be	used	for	construction,	operation	and	closure	of	the	landfill.		
The	 recycled	water	would	be	 trucked	 from	 the	 SGVWC	 facility	 in	 South	El	Monte,	which	 is	 located	 in	Los	
Angeles	County,	to	the	site.	 	The	recycled	water	would	be	stored	in	a	20,000‐gallon	recycled	water	storage	
tank	 that	 would	 include	 a	 secondary	 containment	 area	 constructed	 of	 impervious	 materials	 that	 would	
accommodate	the	entire	volume	of	the	tank	in	order	to	prevent	a	spill	of	recycled	water	on	site.			

Electricity	would	 be	 used	 in	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	 for	 the	 scales,	 buildings,	 and	 lighting.	 	 Telephone	
service	would	be	provided	within	the	offices	in	the	facilities	area	and	at	each	of	the	fee	booths	for	computer	
links	 with	 the	 truck	 scales.	 	 Electrical	 and	 telephone	 utility	 connections	 would	 be	 undergrounded	 in	 the	
access	road	from	SR	76	to	the	facilities	area.		Security	lighting	would	be	provided	around	the	buildings	in	the	
ancillary	facilities	area.		Lighting	would	be	low	impact,	focused,	and	shielded	to	minimize	spill	light	into	the	
night	sky	or	adjacent	properties.		All	lighting	would	comply	with	the	County	Light	Pollution	Code.	

Other Components 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	associated	components	that	are	not	directly	related	to	
the	 landfill.	 	These	components	 include:	1)	 the	relocation	of	 a	portion	of	 the	existing	SDG&E	 transmission	
lines	and	easement	 to	accommodate	 the	 landfill	 footprint;	2)	 implementation	of	a	HRRMP,	which	 includes	
habitat	creation	areas	and	habitat	enhancement	areas;	3)	implementation	of	a	landscape	plan,	which	would	
provide	 screening	 of	 the	 various	 project	 components	 and	 would	 incorporate	 the	 improvements	 and	
materials	associated	with	the	HRRMP.			

In	addition,	 the	 landfill	 footprint	would	be	 located	adjacent	 to	 the	existing	pipelines	of	 the	First	San	Diego	
Aqueduct	(also	referred	to	as	the	San	Diego	County	Water	Authority	(SDCWA)	Aqueduct).	 	The	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	would	include	the	use	of	engineered	protection	where	roads	would	cross	the	pipelines.		
However,	 since	 the	 SDCWA	may	 require	 the	 relocation	of	 the	pipelines,	 an	option	 is	 proposed	 to	 relocate	
approximately	 3,200	 linear	 feet	 of	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 to	 the	west	 of	 its	 current	 location.	 	 The	
potential	relocation	is	analyzed	in	each	section	of	this	EIS.						

1.2  BACKGROUND 

Based	on	a	forecasted	need	for	additional	landfill	capacity	to	serve	waste	generated	in	San	Diego	County,	the	
County	has	undertaken	a	number	of	studies	to	identify	potential	landfill	sites	in	various	locations	throughout	
the	County.		Reference	is	made	in	the	County’s	Regional	Solid	Waste	Management	Plan	(Revised	1986)	to	two	
separate	 landfill	 siting	 studies	 conducted	 under	 contract	 to	 the	 County,	 one	 study	 focused	 in	 the	
southeastern	 portion	 of	 the	 County	 conducted	 by	 the	 United	 States	 (U.S.)	 Geological	 Survey,	 and	 another	
study	focused	in	the	northwestern	portion	of	the	County	conducted	by	Lawrence/Trumbull	Associates.			The	
County	also	conducted	several	other	studies	 in	North	County	and	Southwest	County	 in	 the	 late	1980s	and	
1990s,	including	preparation	of	three	siting	studies	between	1986	and	1992	to	locate	one	or	more	facilities	
in	North	County.		In	addition,	a	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	(EIR)/EIS	was	prepared	in	1990,	which	
analyzed	 three	potential	 locations	 for	a	new	 landfill	 in	North	County	as	well	 as	 combinations	of	 the	 three	

																																																													
2		 SGVWC	 is	 a	 privately‐owned	utility	 regulated	by	 the	California	Public	Utilities	Commission.	 	 SGVWC	 engages	 in	 the	 sale	 of	 both	

potable	water	and	recycled	water.	
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locations.3	 	The	 three	 locations	 considered	 in	 the	1990	Draft	EIR/EIS	were	Blue	Canyon,	Aspen	Road,	 and	
Gregory	Canyon.		A	Final	EIR/EIS	was	not	prepared	and	no	final	action	was	taken	on	the	EIR/EIS.	 	In	1992	
the	County	conducted	a	Supplemental	Siting	Study.	 	 	Between	all	of	 the	studies	undertaken	by	the	County,	
large	areas	of	the	County	were	considered	for	potential	locations	of	new	landfills.		A	total	of	196	sites	were	
evaluated	in	North	County	and	a	total	of	143	sites	were	evaluated	in	Southwestern	County	for	a	total	of	339	
sites.		A	new	landfill	has	not	been	approved	in	the	County	since	or	as	a	result	of	the	siting	studies.			

1.2.1  History of the Evaluation of the Gregory Canyon Landfill Site 

As	noted	above,	the	siting	of	a	landfill	at	Gregory	Canyon	has	been	under	consideration	by	the	County	since	
the	1990s.		 	In	November	1994,	San	Diego	voters	approved	Proposition	C,	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	and	
Recycling	 Collection	 Center	 Ordinance,	 which	 provides	 for	 the	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 a	 Class	 III	
landfill	 and	 recycling	 collection	on	 the	Gregory	Canyon	site.	 	 Proposition	C	amended	 the	County’s	General	
Plan	and	Zoning	Ordinance	to	allow	the	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill	on	the	subject	site.		Section	
3	 of	 Proposition	 C	 contains	 a	 general	 description	 of	 the	 development.	 	 Section	 A	 contains	 a	 general	
description	of	 components	 to	be	 included	 in	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	but	 allows	 the	 size	 and	
facilities	to	be	modified	based	on	a	detailed	site	plan	submitted	as	part	of	the	application	for	the	Solid	Waste	
Facilities	Permit	(SWFP).		A	copy	of	the	Proposition	C	initiative	is	included	in	Appendix	A.			

Table	1‐1,	Summary	Background	of	Environmental	Documentation	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	provides	a	
summary	 background	 of	 the	 proposed	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 project.	 	 As	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 Table	 1‐1,	 a	
number	of	environmental	documents	have	been	prepared	since	the	late	1990s	to	support	compliance	with	
the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	The	San	Diego	
County	Department	of	Environmental	Health	(DEH)/Local	Enforcement	Agency	(LEA)	was	the	 lead	agency	
for	the	preparation	of	an	EIR.			

A	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	EIR	was	circulated	 in	May	1995.	 	 	The	 first	
Draft	 EIR	 for	 the	 construction,	 operation,	 and	 closure	 of	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 was	 circulated	 in	
January	1999	for	public	review	and	comment.		With	approval	of	requests	to	extend	the	comment	period,	the	
90‐day	comment	period	ended	on	April	29,	1999.		Based	on	the	extent	and	range	of	comments	received,	DEH	
determined	 that	additional	 technical	 studies	were	necessary	and	 that	 the	Draft	EIR	should	be	revised	and	
recirculated	 to	 provide	 the	 public	 with	 the	 opportunity	 to	 review	 the	 new	 information.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 the	
Recirculated	Draft	EIR	(RDEIR)	was	prepared	and	circulated	for	public	comment	beginning	on	December	9,	
1999.		DEH	required	that	reviewers	submit	new	comments.		The	75‐day	comment	period	ended	on	February	
22,	2000.			

During	 the	 preparation	 of	 responses	 to	 comments	 received	 on	 the	RDEIR,	DEH	determined	 that	 revisions	
were	 necessary	 to	 the	 Air	 Quality	 and	Health	 Risk	 Assessment	 and	 that	 changes	 in	 the	 conclusions	were	
appropriate	in	the	following	areas:	Traffic	and	Circulation,	Noise	and	Vibration,	and	Cumulative	Traffic.		As	a	
result,	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 Revised	 Partial	 Draft	 EIR	 was	 prepared	 and	 circulated	 for	 public	
comment	beginning	on	May	25,	2000	and	ending	on	July	10,	2000.	

																																																													
3	The	Federal	lead	agency	for	the	Draft	EIR/EIS	was	the	U.S.	Department	of	the	Interior,	Bureau	of	Land	Management	and	the	State	lead	

agency	was	the	County	of	San	Diego,	Department	of	Public	Works,	Solid	Waste	Division.	
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Table 1‐1 
 

Summary Background of Environmental Documentation for the Gregory Canyon Landfill 

	

Draft	EIR/EIS	prepared	for	three	North	County	solid	waste	facilities	(Aspen	Road,	Blue	
Canyon,	and	Gregory	Canyon)a	

January	1990

Proposition	C	approved	by	voters	 1994

Notice	of	Preparation	for	Gregory	Canyon	Draft	EIR May	1995

Public	Comment	Period	for	Gregory	Canyon	Draft	EIR January	28,	1999	to	April	
29,	1999	

Public	Meeting	on	Gregory	Canyon	Draft	EIR	held	by		San	Diego	County	Department	of	
Environmental	Health	

April	23,	1999

Determination	by	San	Diego	County	Department	of	Environmental	Health	to	recirculate	
Gregory	Canyon	Draft	EIR	to	provide	additional	technical	studies	to	address	comments	
received	on	Draft	EIR	

Spring	1999

Public	Comment	Period	for	Gregory	Canyon	Recirculated	Draft	EIR December	9,	1999	to	
February	22,	2000	

Public	Meeting	on	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	held	by		San	Diego	County	Department of	
Environmental	Health	

January	28,	2000

Determination	by	San	Diego	County	Department	of	Environmental	Health	to	recirculate	a	
portion	of	the	EIR	to	revise	Air	Quality	and	Health	Risk	Assessment,	Traffic	and	Noise	
analyses	

March	2000

Public	Comment	Period	for	Partial	Recirculated	Draft	EIR May	25,	2000	to	July	10,	
2000	

Gregory	Canyon	Final	EIR	prepared	and	submitted	to	DEH December	2002

DEH	certifies	Gregory	Canyon	Final	EIR	 February	6,	2003

Lawsuit	regarding	adequacy	of	the	Final	EIR	(Riverwatch,	et	al.	v.	County	of	San	Diego	
Department	of	Environmental	Health,	et	al.;	San	Diego	County	Superior	Court	Case	No.	
GIN038227)	

June	24,	2005

Court	issued	a	final	minute	order	 October	3,	2005

Revised	Partial	Draft	EIR	to	address	deficiencies	noted	in	final	order	and	judgment July	2006

Comment	period	for	Revised	Partial	Draft	EIR	 July	10,	2006	to	August	
24,	2006	

Public	Meeting	on	Revised	Partial	Draft	EIR	held	by		San	Diego	County	Department	of	
Environmental	Health	

August	14,	2006

Revised	Final	EIR		 May	2007

DEH	certifies	Gregory	Canyon	Revised	Final	EIR May	31,	2007

Motion	to	dissolve	the	writ	of	mandate	was	granted	in	part	and	denied	in	part February	11,	2008

2008	Addendum	to	the	Certified	Final	EIR	adopted	by	Department	of	Environmental	Health	 August	8, 2008

Trial	court	discharges	writ	of	mandate		 November	20,	2008
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Lawsuit	regarding	agreement	between	Olivenhain	Municipal	Water	District	and	Gregory	
Canyon,	Ltd.		(Riverwatch,	et	al.	v.	Olivenhain	Municipal	Water	District,	San	Diego	County	
Superior	Court	Case	No.	GIN054668)	

January	2009

Gregory	Canyon,	Ltd.	enters	into	an	agreement	with	San	Gabriel	Valley	Water	Company	to	
obtain	recycled	water	

September	30,	2009

2009	Addendum	to	the	Certified	Final	EIR	adopted	by	Department	of	Environmental	Health	 January	7,	2010

USACE	issued	a	jurisdictional	determination	(JD)	on	the	Gregory	Canyon	mainstem	and	
associated	tributaries	and	San	Luis	Rey	River	bridge	crossing	and	determined	that	an	EIS	is	
necessary	

January	13,	2010

2010	Addendum	to	the	Certified	Final	EIR		adopted	by	Department	of	Environmental	
Health	

May	7,	2010

USACE	issues	Notice	of	Intent	to	prepare	an	EIS May	2010

Scoping	Meeting	for	the	EIS	 June	3,	2010

USACE	issued	an	Approved	Jurisdictional	Delineation	to	complete	the	delineation	of	the	
entire	property	

July	8,	2011

USACE	issued	an	Approved	Jurisdictional	Determination	regarding	presence/absence	of	
geographic	jurisdiction	(in	response	to	an	applicant	request	for	reconsideration)	

November	2,	2011

USACE	issued	an	Approved	Jurisdictional	Determination	regarding	presence/absence	of	
geographic	jurisdiction	(in	response	to	an	applicant	request	for	reconsideration)	

February	13,	2012

   
a   The federal lead agency for the Draft EIR/EIS was the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management and the state lead 

agency was the County of San Diego, Department of Public Works, Solid Waste Division. 
 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 

	

The	Final	EIR	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	was	certified	by	DEH	on	February	6,	2003.	The	adequacy	of	the	
Final	 EIR	 was	 challenged	 in	 a	 case	 entitled	 Riverwatch,	 et	 al.	 v.	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 Department	 of	
Environmental	Health,	et	al.;	San	Diego	County	Superior	Court	Case	No.	GIN038227	(CEQA	Litigation).	 	On	
October	3,	2005,	the	Court	determined	that	revisions	to	the	Final	EIR	were	required	to:	

 Evaluate	new	traffic	information	contained	in	a	2003	County	tribal	traffic	study	known	as	the	2003	
Traffic	Needs	Assessment	Study;	

 Identify	 the	 sources	 of	 water	 necessary	 to	 construct	 and	 operate	 the	 landfill	 and	 to	 analyze	 the	
impacts	of	obtaining	that	water;	and	

 Assure	that	biological	mitigations	for	the	project	were	consistent	with	Section	5R	of	Proposition	C.	
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On	 January	 20,	 2006,	 the	 Court	 issued	 a	 writ	 of	 mandate	 ordering	 decertification	 of	 the	 Final	 EIR	 and	
requiring	additional	environmental	 review	 to	address	 the	 three	areas	above.4	 	A	Revised	Partial	Draft	EIR	
was	 prepared	 to	 address	 deficiencies	 raised	 by	 the	 Court.	 	 In	 addition	 to	 revising	 the	 EIR	 to	 address	 the	
matters	contained	in	the	Court’s	order,	the	Revised	Partial	Draft	EIR	included	other	discussions	and	analyses.		
The	 project	 description	was	 revised	 to	 reflect	 changes	 in	 the	 proposed	 project	 such	 as	 the	 inclusion	 of	 a	
prescriptive	 design	 configuration,5	 which	 had	 previously	 been	 included	 as	 an	 alternative	 in	 the	 EIR.	 	 In	
addition,	 following	discussions	with	 the	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	and	 the	DEH,	 the	proposed	
project	was	revised	to	include	a	double	composite	liner	with	an	additional	drainage	layer	and	an	additional	
high‐density	polyethylene	(HDPE)	geomembrane	 in	order	to	provide	additional	protection	to	groundwater	
resources	in	the	area.	 	 In	order	to	assure	sufficient	water	an	alternate	water	source	was	identified.	 	 It	was	
determined	that	recycled	water	could	be	used	at	the	site.		Recycled	water	would	be	trucked	to	the	site	from	
Olivenhain	Municipal	Water	District	 located	to	the	south	of	the	site.	 	With	the	use	of	recycled	water	on	the	
site,	recycled	water	facilities	would	be	included	in	the	facilities	area.			

The	Revised	Partial	Draft	EIR	also	included	an	update	to	the	Land	Use	section	to	add	a	discussion	regarding	
the	Countywide	Siting	Element	adopted	by	the	California	Integrated	Waste	Management	Board	in	September	
2005,	 and	 analyzing	 the	 project's	 consistency	with	 the	 2005	 Siting	 Element.	 	 A	 revised	 traffic	 study	was	
completed	in	2006,	which	evaluated	the	traffic	information	contained	in	the	2003	Traffic	Needs	Assessment	
Study.		The	noise	section	of	the	EIR	was	updated	to	reflect	new	traffic	and	noise	studies	completed	in	2006.		
Biological	 Resources	 section	 was	 updated	 to	 reevaluate	 impacts	 of	 the	 project	 to	 upland	 habitat	 for	 the	
arroyo	 toad,	 to	 reanalyze	project	 impacts	 to	 vegetation	 communities,	 to	 reevaluate	project	 traffic	noise	 to	
sensitive	 habitat,	 and	 to	 revise	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Finally,	 the	 Archaeological	 and	 Cultural	
Resources/Ethnohistory	 and	 Native	 American	 Interests	 sections	 of	 the	 EIR	 were	 revised	 to	 include	 a	
discussion	 of	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	 potential	 future	 nomination	 of	 Gregory	Mountain	 and	Medicine	
Rock	as	historic	resources	eligible	for	inclusion	in	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places.	

The	comment	period	for	the	Revised	Partial	Draft	EIR	(dated	July	2006)	commenced	on	July	10,	2006	and	
ended	on	August	24,	2006.		DEH	held	a	public	meeting	on	August	14,	2006	at	the	City	of	Escondido	Council	
Chambers.			

The	Revised	Final	EIR	was	certified	by	the	Director	of	the	LEA	on	May	31,	2007.	On	June	1,	2007,	the	LEA	
filed	a	motion	to	discharge	the	writ	of	mandate,	which	was	granted	in	part	and	denied	in	part	 in	a	minute	
order	dated	February	11,	2008.	The	court	ruled	that	the	analysis	provided	in	the	Revised	Final	EIR	satisfied	
the	 requirements	 of	 the	 writ	 of	 mandate,	 with	 the	 exception	 that	 additional	 analysis	 was	 required	 with	
respect	to	impacts	on	current	users	of	the	identified	source	of	recycled	water.	

A	 2008	 Addendum	 to	 the	 Certified	 EIR	was	 drafted	 to	 respond	 to	 the	 court’s	 February	 11,	 2008	minute	
order.		The	LEA	determined	that	the	conditions	requiring	preparation	of	a	Subsequent	or	Supplemental	EIR	
did	not	exist,	and	the	2008	Addendum	was	adopted	by	the	Director	of	the	LEA	on	August	8,	2008.	On	August	
14,	2008,	a	second	motion	was	filed	to	discharge	the	writ	of	mandate,	which	was	granted	by	the	trial	court	in	
a	minute	order	dated	November	20,	2008.	

																																																													
4		 Petitioners	appealed	the	January	20,	2006	decision	of	the	trial	court,	asserting	that	the	Final	EIR	was	deficient	in	other	respects.	The	

Court	of	Appeal	affirmed	 the	order	of	 the	 trial	 court	on	 June	12,	2009.	 	Riverwatch,	et	al.	v.	County	of	San	Diego	Department	of	
Environmental	Health,	et	al.,	4th	Appellate	District,	Div.	1,	Case	No.	D048259.	

5	 The	prescriptive	design	configuration	would	situate	the	waste	containment	unit	five	feet	above	the	highest	anticipated	groundwater	
level	 in	accordance	with	Title	27	CCR.	 	Previously,	 the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	was	designed	with	an	engineered	bottom	design,	
which	would	have	required	a	variance	from	the	RWQCB.	
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Petitioners	appealed	this	ruling,	and	challenged	both	the	February	11,	2008	minute	order	and	the	November	
20,	 2008	 minute	 order.	 The	 Court	 of	 Appeal	 affirmed	 the	 orders	 of	 the	 trial	 court	 on	 March	 30,	 2010.	
Riverwatch,	et	al.	v.	County	of	San	Diego	Department	of	Environmental	Health,	et	al.,	4th	Appellate	District,	
Div.	1,	Case	No.	D054471.	

While	 the	 above	 motions	 and	 appellate	 matters	 were	 pending,	 Petitioners	 filed	 a	 separate	 action,	
Riverwatch,	 et	 al.	 v.	 Olivenhain	 Municipal	 Water	 District,	 San	 Diego	 County	 Superior	 Court	 Case	 No.	
GIN054668,	challenging	the	recycled	water	source	identified	in	the	Revised	Final	EIR,	a	contract	for	delivery	
of	recycled	water	from	the	Olivenhain	Municipal	Water	District	(OMWD).	The	trial	court	upheld	the	recycled	
water	 contract,	 but	 the	 Court	 of	 Appeal	 issued	 a	 decision	 overturning	 the	 trial	 court	 on	 January	 9,	 2009.	
Riverwatch,	et	al.	v.	Olivenhain	Municipal	Water	District,	4th	Appellate	District,	Div.	1,	Case	No.	D052237.		

Subsequent	 to	 the	 Court	 of	 Appeal	 decision,	 OMWD	 determined	 that	 it	 would	 no	 longer	 proceed	 with	 a	
recycled	water	contract	with	Gregory	Canyon,	Ltd.,	the	applicant	for	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	
project.	 	The	applicant	identified	a	different	source	for	recycled	water.	 	In	addition,	the	applicant	identified	
ways	to	reduce	the	on‐site	water	demand.		On	the	supply	side,	a	more	detailed	evaluation	of	on‐site	sources	
of	water	 for	 the	 landfill	was	 conducted	by	Geo‐Logic	Associates.	 	 Identified	water	 sources	 include	 on‐site	
riparian	water	and	percolating	groundwater,	and	trucked	recycled	water	from	the	San	Gabriel	Valley	Water	
Company	(SGVWC)	located	in	South	El	Monte,	in	Los	Angeles	County.		As	a	result,	a	2009	Addendum	to	the	
Certified	EIR	was	prepared	to	identify	alternative	sources	of	water	for	the	project	and	to	evaluate	potential	
environmental	 impacts	 from	 the	use	 of	 those	 sources.	 	 The	LEA	determined	 that	 the	 conditions	 requiring	
preparation	of	a	Subsequent	or	Supplemental	EIR	did	not	exist,	and	the	2009	Addendum	was	adopted	by	the	
Director	of	the	LEA	on	January	7,	2010.		

On	 January	 13,	 2010,	 the	 USACE	 issued	 an	 approved	 jurisdictional	 determination	 (AJD)	 for	 the	 site.	 	 The	
January	2010	AJD	focused	on	the	Gregory	Canyon	drainage	area	and	the	area	of	the	proposed	bridge	crossing	
over	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River	 to	provide	an	expeditious	decision	on	 the	appropriate	permit	process	 for	 the	
project.	 	 Based	 on	 the	 proposed	 acreage	 of	 fill	 into	waters	 of	 the	U.S.,	 the	USACE	 determined	 a	 Standard	
Individual	Permit	pursuant	to	section	404	of	the	Clean	Water	Act	is	required.		The	USACE	issued	an	AJD	on	
July	8,	2011	for	the	remainder	of	the	property.		The	applicant	submitted	a	request	for	reconsideration	dated	
August	31,	2011.		The	applicant	alleged	that	the	July	8,	2011	AJD	was	not	consistent	with	two	areas	from	the	
January	2010	AJD.	 	 The	USACE	made	 the	 appropriate	 adjustment	 to	 boundary	of	 the	ordinary	high	water	
mark	(OHWM)	boundary	on	the	south	side	of	the	proposed	bridge	crossing	but	did	not	change	the	boundary	
on	 the	 eastern	 half	 of	 the	 south	 side	 of	 the	 river.	 	 The	 USACE	 issued	 an	 Approved	 Jurisdictional	
Determination	regarding	presence/absence	of	geographic	jurisdiction	on	November	2,	2011	in	response	to	
the	request	for	reconsideration.		The	applicant	submitted	another	request	for	reconsideration	on	December	
22,	 2011.	 	 On	 February	 13,	 2012	 the	 USACE	 issued	 an	 AJD	 regarding	 presence/absence	 of	 geographic	
jurisdiction,	 indicating	that	the	USACE	determined	to	maintain	the	OHWM	boundary	on	the	eastern	half	of	
the	south	side	of	the	river.			

A	 2010	 Addendum	 to	 the	 Certified	 EIR	 was	 then	 prepared	 by	 DEH	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 environmental	
documentation	for	the	landfill	was	consistent	with	the	January	2010	AJD,	and	to	analyze	whether	there	were	
any	environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	January	2010	AJD.	The	LEA	determined	that	the	conditions	
requiring	 preparation	 of	 a	 Subsequent	 or	 Supplemental	 EIR	 did	 not	 exist,	 and	 the	 2010	 Addendum	was	
adopted	by	the	Director	of	the	LEA	on	May	7,	2010.	
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As	a	result	of	the	EIR	analyses	and	pursuant	to	CEQA	requirements,	the	LEA	adopted	a	Mitigation	Monitoring	
and	Reporting	Program	(MMRP)	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill.		The	MMRP	contains	mitigation	measures	
to	reduce	significant	impacts	identified	through	the	various	analyses	contained	in	the	EIR.		Since	the	MMRP	
has	 been	 adopted	 by	 the	 LEA	 and	 implementation	 of	 the	mitigation	measures	 included	 in	 the	MMRP	 are	
required	to	be	implemented	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	USACE	has	determined	that	
all	 of	 the	 mitigation	 measures	 associated	 with	 the	 EIR	 should	 be	 considered	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	 for	purposes	of	 the	EIS.	 	A	copy	of	 the	MMRP	is	contained	 in	Appendix	A	of	 this	EIS.		
The	 mitigation	 measures	 are	 included	 as	 appropriate	 in	 the	 description	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative.		Each	section	in	Chapter	4	of	this	EIS	provides	a	summary	of	mitigation	measures	(referred	to	as	
design	features	(DF),	as	well	as	previously	defined	project	design	features,	that	are	relevant	to	the	section.			

1.3  PURPOSE OF AN EIS 

1.3.1  NEPA and the Purpose of the EIS 

The	NEPA	was	 enacted	 by	 Congress	 in	 1969.	 The	NEPA	 process	 is	 intended	 to	 help	 public	 officials	make	
decisions	 that	 are	 based	 on	 understanding	 of	 environmental	 consequences,	 and	 take	 actions	 that	 protect,	
restore,	 and	 enhance	 the	 environment.	 	When	 a	 federal	 agency	 determines	 that	 a	 proposed	 action	would	
result	 in	 significant	 environmental	 effects,	 an	 EIS	 is	 prepared	 that	 provides	 full	 and	 fair	 discussion	 of	
anticipated	 significant	 environmental	 impacts.	 	 The	 EIS	 informs	 decision	 makers	 and	 the	 public	 of	
reasonable	 alternatives	 that	 would	 avoid	 or	 minimize	 significant	 impacts	 or	 enhance	 the	 quality	 of	 the	
human	environment.				

1.4  LEAD AND COOPERATING AGENCIES 

The	 USACE	 is	 the	 lead	 agency	 for	 compliance	 with	 NEPA	 for	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 project.	 	 	 The	
federal	action	is	the	proposed	issuance	of	a	permit	authorizing	the	discharge	of	fill	 in	waters	of	the	U.S.,	as	
well	as	related	impacts	to	the	aquatic	environment	and	potential	significant	indirect	and	cumulative	impacts	
on	 the	 human	environment	 from	 the	development	of	 the	proposed	bridge	 and	 landfill.	 	 The	 issuance	of	 a	
permit	 for	 fill	 activities	 associated	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 or	 other	 alternatives	 is	 an	
action	 that	 could	 result	 in	 significant	 effects	 on	 the	 environment,	 thus	 constituting	 a	major	 federal	 action	
requiring	NEPA	review.		In	accordance	with	NEPA,	the	USACE	is	requiring	the	preparation	of	an	EIS	prior	to	
rendering	a	final	decision	on	the	applicant’s	permit	application.		The	USACE	ultimately	may	decide	to	permit	
or	deny	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		The	EIS	will	also	provide	the	technical	basis	for	the	USACE	to	
use	in	its	Record	of	Decision	(ROD).	

The	U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	 (USEPA)	will	provide	public	 comments	on	 the	adequacy	of	 this	
EIS	 under	NEPA,	 consistent	with	 its	 responsibility	 under	 Section	 309	 of	 the	 Clean	Air	 Act.	 	 Several	 other	
agencies	have	roles	with	respect	to	the	project	and	may	use	this	EIS	as	the	basis	for	their	decisions	to	issue	
any	approvals	and/or	permits	that	might	be	required.		Table	1‐2,	Actions/Requirements	for	Permits,	lists	the	
permits	that	would	be	required	to	construct	and	operate	the	proposed	landfill.			
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Table 1‐2 
 

Actions/Requirements for Permits 
	

Permit Name/Action  Issuing Agency  Purpose of Permit/Action 

Federal Agencies 

Department	of	the	Army	Permit	 U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers Compliance	with	Clean	Water	Act	(CWA)	section	
404	

	

EIS	Rating	

	

U.S.	EPA

	

Review	of	EIS	for	consistency	with	Clean	Air	Act;	
consistency		with		EPA		program		requirements,	
including		section		404		of		the		CWA	

Solid	Waste	Facilities	Permit	(SWFP)	 San	Diego	County	Department	of	Environmental	
Health	(concurrence	by	CalRecycle)	

Defines	operating	conditions

Section	7	Consultation	 U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service Compliance	with	Endangered	Species	Act

State Agencies 

Section	106	consultation	 State	Historic	Preservation	Office Consultation	regarding	cultural	resources under	the	
National	Historic	Preservation	Act	

National	Pollution	Discharge	Elimination	System	
Permit	(NPDES)	a	

State	Water	Resources	Control	Board 1)	Establishes	requirements	for	discharges	to	storm	
drains;	2)	Allows	discharge	of	groundwater	to	
surface	water.	

Streambed	Alteration	Agreement	 California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game Addresses	disturbances	to	natural	streambeds	and	
mitigation	measures	

Water	Appropriation	Permit	 State	Water	Resources	Board Addresses	water	appropriation

Encroachment	Permit	 California	Department	of	Transportation Defines	modifications	to	SR	76

Regional Agencies 

Waste	Discharge	Requirements	(WDRs)	 Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board Defines	operating	conditions	and	groundwater	and	
surface	water	protection	and	monitoring	procedures	

CWA	Section	401	Water	Quality	Certification	 Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board Addresses	water	quality	impacts	on	waterways

Local/County Agencies 

Permit	to	Construct/Operate	(Air	Quality)	 San	Diego	Air	Pollution	Control	District	 Specifies	equipment	and	standards	for	collection,	
processing,	and	combustion	of	landfill	gas	

Bridge	Permit	 San	Diego	County	Public	Works	Department	 Addresses	crossing	of	waterways
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Permit Name/Action  Issuing Agency  Purpose of Permit/Action 

Water	Course	Alteration	Permit	 San	Diego	County	Public	Works	Department	 Addresses	alteration	to	waterways

Habitat	Loss	Permit	(Rule	4d)	 San	Diego	County	Department	of	Planning	and	Land	
Use	

Addresses	loss	of	habitat

Blasting	Permit	 San	Diego	County	Sheriff’s	Department Defines	standards	for	blasting

Grading	Permit	 San	Diego	County	Department	of	Planning	and	Land	
Use—Building	Division	

Defines	standards	for	grading

Relocation	Approval	 California	Public	Utilities	Commission Relocation	of	the	easement	and	towers

Building	Permit	 San	Diego	County	Department	of	Planning	and	Land	
Use—Building	Division	

Defines	standards	for	construction	of	structures

Other	County	Permits,	such	as	groundwater	well	
permit,	landfill	gas	migration	probes	permit,	and/or	
well	destruction	permits	

San	Diego	County	Department	of	Environmental	
Health	or	Department	of	Planning	and	Land	Use	

   

 
 
Sources:  PCR Services Corporation, 2011 
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1.5  AGENCY COORDINATION AND SCOPING PROCESS 

1.5.1  Notice of Intent, Public Notice, and Scoping Meeting 

The	 Notice	 of	 Intent	 for	 the	 preparation	 of	 a	 Draft	 EIS	 for	 the	 proposed	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 was	
published	in	the	Federal	Register	on	May	7,	2010.		In	addition,	a	Public	Notice	of	Receipt	of	Application	for	a	
USACE	Permit,	Notice	of	Intent	to	Prepare	a	Draft	EIS	and	Hold	a	Public	Scoping	Meeting	was	distributed	to	
approximately	 960	 agencies/organizations/individuals.	 	 The	 43‐day	 scoping	 period	 commenced	 on	
May	7,	2010	and	ended	on	June	18,	2010.		Copies	of	the	notices	are	included	in	Appendix	A	of	this	EIS.	

The	USACE	held	a	Scoping	Meeting	on	June	3,	2010	for	the	EIS.		The	scoping	meeting	was	held	at	the	City	of	
San	Marcos	Senior	Center	at	111	Richmar	Avenue	in	the	City	of	San	Marcos.		Based	on	sign‐in	sheets	and	a	
rough	count	of	attendees	taken	during	the	meeting,	it	is	estimated	that	200	people	were	in	attendance.			

In	 addition,	 to	 verbal	 and	written	 comments	 received	 at	 the	 Scoping	Meeting,	 approximately	 973	written	
comments	and	emails	were	received	by	the	USACE	during	the	scoping	process.			

1.5.2  Issues Raised 

The	oral	and	written	comments	received	during	the	scoping	process	were	reviewed	to	determine	the	scope	
of	the	Draft	EIS.		Table	1‐3,	Issues	Raised	in	Scoping	Process,	provides	a	summary	of	comments	received	and	
issues	raised	during	the	scoping	process.			The	comments	are	presented	in	the	table	by	issue	area/topic.		The	
comments	are	addressed	in	the	associated	sections	of	the	EIS.	

Table 1‐3 
 

Issues Raised in Scoping Process 
	

Purpose and Need

The	purpose	and	need	must	be	identified	clearly	to	allow	proper	consideration	of	alternatives.	

There	is	no	longer	a	need	for	a	new	landfill	to	accommodate	solid	waste	generated	in	the	County.	

Successful	recycling	efforts	in	San	Diego	County	have	drastically	reduced	if	not	eliminated	the	need	for	the	landfill.

Changes	in	capacity	(extension	of	operations	at	Miramar	Landfill,	expansion	of	Sycamore,	approval	of	the	East	Otay
Mesa	Recycling	Collection	Center	and	Landfill	Ordinance	in	the	June	election).	

Consideration	of	conversion	technologies	(biomass	and	waste‐to‐energy	processes)	to	reduce	waste.		

Technologies	to	reduce	volume	of	waste	disposed	at	landfills	(compaction,	bioreactor	techniques,	and	steam
injection).	

Purpose	and	Need	should	not	be	so	narrow	so	as	to	preclude	an	alternative	that	provides	for	the	relocation	of	
Pipelines	1	and	2	(and	the	future	Pipeline	6)	even	if	additional	right	of	way	acquisition	and	construction	is	necessary.	

Passage	of	AB	1988,	which	bans	the	use	of	plastic	bags	at	grocery	stores,	will	further	decrease	the	amount	of	waste	
going	to	landfills.	

Corps	should	avoid	applying	a	narrow	project	purpose,	or	one	that	is	site‐specific.

Corps	must	define	the	purpose	of	the	project	broadly	in	assessing	the	objectives.

There	is	no	economic	benefit	to	the	region;	only	to	out	of	county/state	money	interests.			
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Purpose	and	need	should	not	be	so	narrow	as	to	eliminate	a	project	alternative	that	provides	for	the	relocation	of	
Pipelines	1	and	2	(and	the	future	Pipeline	6).	

	
Applicant’s Proposed Alternative

Amount	of	blasting	necessary	(nearly	800,000	tons	of	material	would	have	to	be	blasted	with	up	to	88	blasts	required	
each	year).	

Identify	where	runoff	from	borrow/stockpile	areas	would	be	directed. 	

Need	to	describe	two	separate	run‐on	control	systems	– one	for	disturbed	and	one	for	undisturbed.	

Drainage	channels	would	be	completed	in	a	phased	approach;	describe	how	run‐on	would	be	controlled	prior	to	the	
time	that	the	perimeter	drainage	channel	system	is	completed	around	the	entire	canyon.	

Timeframe	for	analysis	–	beyond	post‐closure	period	(50+	years	beyond	post‐closure).

Discuss	foundation	sub‐grades;	proposed	cut/fill	and	blasting;	recommendations	to	prevent	slippage	of	the	liner,	
waste	and	artificial	fill	that	would	be	used	to	construct	the	final	embankment.	

Discuss	sub‐drain	foundation	requirements,	filter	material,	filter	fabric	and	schedule	pipe	requirements	for	the	drain	
system.	

Demonstrate	that	borrow/stockpile	material	would	be	suitable	for	cover	through	preliminary	geotechnical	
evaluation,	boring	logs,	test	pit	logs	or	soil	sampling	analysis.	

Indicate	if	the	site	balances	and	if	not,	identify	from	where	capping	materials	would	be	imported.	

Identify	location	for	brine	disposal.	

Discuss	surface	water	drainage	system.	

Characterize	groundwater	monitoring	system	and	corrective	action	program	in	the	event	of	a	release	from	the	landfill	
liner	system.	

Provide	a	complete	description	of	the	project	including	all	ancillary	project	features,	restoration	sites,	and/or	offsite	
conservation	areas.	

Discuss	landfill	siting	in	relation	to	State	requirements	and	federal	requirements	found	in	40	CFR	258	Criteria	for	
Municipal	Solid	Waste	Landfills,	including	Subpart	B	(Location	Restrictions),	Subpart	E	(Groundwater	Monitoring	and	
Corrective	Action),	Subpart	F	(Closure	and	Post‐Closure	Care)	and	Subpart	G	(Financial	Assurance	Criteria).	

Describe	method	of	removal	of	vegetation,	including	tools	that	would be	used.

Identify	the	amount	of	vegetation	proposed	to	be	removed	both	in	area	and	extent	of	removal,	for	example,	root	
removal	or	trimming.	

Plot	plan	should	indicate	the	property	boundaries;	topography;	vegetation	in	are	of	impact	and	within	100	feet	of	
disturbance,	dust	control	measures;	and	all	water	courses	located	on	the	site.	

Include	information	on	how	workers	would	access	the	site.

Include	information	on	proposed	staging	and	storage	areas.

Identify	location	of	proposed	fencing,	including	temporary	exclusionary	fencing.

Include	other	options	for	relocation	of	Pipelines	1	and	2;	additional	alternatives	include	the	addition	of	a	diversion	
channel	between	the	landfill	and	the	aqueduct	designed	to	capture	flows	from	one	or	all	pipelines	in	case	of	
catastrophic	failure;	interior	relining	and/or	exterior	encasing	of	Pipelines	1	and	2	to	provide	additional	structural	
integrity;	provide	greater	setbacks	from	the	aqueduct	(reduce	the	size	of	the	landfill	footprint).	



December 2012     1.0  Introduction 

 
Table 1‐3 (Continued)  

 
Issues Raised in Scoping Process 

	

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 17	 	

Applicant’s Proposed Alternative

Identify	any	jurisdictional	changes	proposed	relative	to	the	provision	of	services	and	utilities.	

History	of	the	site	–	Gregory	Canyon	has	been	rejected	for	a	number	of	reasons	including	proximity	to	the	river,	
Native	American	resources,	traffic,	etc.	

The	canyon	is	shallow	and	of	insufficient	size.

Waste	would	be	transported	from	other	parts	of	San	Diego	County	and	from	other	counties.	

Both	refuse	acceptance	and	blanket	fill	embankment	placement	activities	necessary	for	the	landfill	will	be	dependent	
on	water	for	compaction	and	stability	requirements.	

Alternatives

Review	previous	landfill	studies	prepared	by	the	County	to	identify	alternative	sites	other	than	Merriam	Mountain	
and	Aspen	Road.	

Consider	out–of‐county	alternatives	(Mesquite	Landfill).

Consider	Otay	Mesa	as	an	alternative	in	the	EIS.

Need	to	include	a	broad	range	of	alternatives	to	managing	San	Diego’s	waste,	such	as	increasing	waste	diversion	and	
recycling,	and	using	existing	landfill	space	more	efficiently.	 	

Thoroughly	analyze	a	range	of	alternatives	including	alternate	technology	(i.e.,	recycling	programs)	and	offsite	
alternatives	to	the	proposed	action.	

Consider	additional	alternatives	to	protect	the	existing	pipelines,	including	a	diversion	channel	between	the	landfill	
and	the	aqueduct;	interior	relining	and/or	exterior	encasing	to	provide	structural	integrity;	redesigned/reduced	
footprint	to	provide	greater	setbacks	from	the	aqueduct.	

Aesthetics

Consideration	of	impacts	from	the	landfill	on	local	aesthetics	from	having	a	landfill	that	is	in	plain	view	from	SR	76,	
local	homes,	and	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	that	is	now	in	a	nearly	pristine	environment.	

Concern	that	the	landfill	would	destroy	the	natural	and	scenic	view	of	Gregory	Mountain	and	Gregory	Canyon	that	is	
visible	from	SR	76.	

Site	is	one	of	the	most	beautiful	places	along	SR	76,	which	is	a	scenic	highway.

Concern	that	the	landfill	would	visually	destroy	a	beautiful	pastoral	setting	that	is	unique	and	becoming	more	rare	in	
Southern	California	each	year.	

Agricultural Resources 

Scarcity	of	water	for	agricultural	uses.	

Impacts	on	the	quality	of	well	water	used	for	agricultural	purposes.

Preservation	of	agricultural	land.	

Conversion	of	agricultural	land	in	compliance	with	LAFCO	Policy	L‐101.

	
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Need	for	an	Equipment	Emissions	Mitigation	Plan,	which	includes	operational	mitigation	for	equipment	(vehicle	trips,	
heavy	equipment,	stationary	equipment),	and	a	Construction	Emissions	Mitigation	Plan	for	fugitive	dust	and	DPM.			

Quantified	estimate	of	GHG	emissions,	Mandatory	Reporting	of	Greenhouse	Gases	Rule,	and	the	PSD/Tailoring	Rule.

Effects	of	climate	change	(storms,	water	availability,	temperature	changes,	etc.).
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Analyze	PM2.5	and	all	other	pollutants/sources	(fugitive	dust,	diesel	particulate).

Air	quality	impacts	related	to	traffic	and	emissions	from	trucks	travelling	from	other	regions.	

Greenhouse	gas	analysis	under	CEQA	guidelines	and	discussion	on	future	climate	conditions.	

Previous	analysis	is	obsolete	and	new	analyses	will	be	required.

Potential	sources	of	trash	–	cities	outside	San	Diego	County;	cities	in	north	county	(Oceanside,	Carlsbad,	Solana	Beach,	
and	Del	Mar)	opposed	to	project	thus	limiting	amount	of	trash	from	north	county	that	would	be	disposed	at	landfill.	

Trucking	of	waste	must	be	analyzed	given	that	north	county	cities	closest	to	the	site	are	refusing	to	send	waste	to	the	
landfill.	

Biological Resources

Impacts	to	state‐	and	federal‐listed	threatened,	endangered,	and	candidate	species,	including	the	southern	steelhead,	
and	measures	to	effectively	avoid,	minimize,	and	mitigate	such	impacts.			

Impacts	on	the	movement	of	wildlife	and	habitat	connectivity	and	measures	to	effectively	avoid,	minimize,	and	
mitigate	for	such	impacts.			

Impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	and	consideration	of	alternatives	that	would	avoid,	minimize,	and	
compensate	for	such	impacts.	

Effects	on	hydrology	and	the	impact	any	such	changes	would	have	on	riparian	and	wetland	communities	within	the	
sphere	of	influence	of	the	project.	

Potential	impacts	to	migratory	birds	in	violation	of	the	Migratory	Bird	Treaty	Act	(MBTA)	and	Executive	Order	13186.

Potential	impacts	to	golden	eagles	(Aquila	chrysaetos) in	violation	of	the	Federal	Bald	and	Golden	Eagle	Act. 	

Impacts	from	the	relocation	of	transmission	lines	on	golden	eagles.

Impacts	to	the	on‐going	County	Multiple	Species	Conservation	Program	(MSCP)	program.	

Noise	impacts	on	habitat	uses	by	wildlife.	

The	potential	for	contaminated	groundwater	being	used	for	irrigation	and	the	impacts	of	such	use	of	contaminated	
irrigation	water	on	habitat	and	the	fish	and	wildlife	they	support.			

All	jurisdictional	waters	were	not	identified	in	the	Jurisdictional	Delineation;	drainage	in	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	is	
not	isolated;	depiction	of	Ordinary	High	Water	Mark.	

Describe	the	effects	of	the	project	on	riparian	habitat,	fish	passage,	and	other	sensitive	species	in	the	context	of	
climate	change.	

Provide	an	analysis	of	the	effects	of	the	project	on	the	hydrology	of	any	and	all	riparian	or	wetland	communities. 	

	
Cultural Resources

New	and	comprehensive	review	of	archaeological	sites	within	the	project	area	is	required.	

Project	components	could	destroy	important	features.

Recovery	of	artifacts	from	sites	does	not	reduce	the	impacts	to	those	sites.

Federal	Consultation	required	along	with	section	106.

Pala	casino	has	no	bearing	on	the	landfill	matter.
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Cultural Resources

Location	has	cultural,	biological,	geological,	hydrological,	environmental	and	sociological	significance	to	the	
communities	that	reside	in	Northern	San	Diego	County.	

Contact	State	Historic	Preservation	Officer/Tribal	Historic	Preservation	Officer	before	making	alterations	to	
structures	over	50	years	old	such	as	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct.	

Full	archaeological	and	cultural	resources	study	should	be	completed	not	just	ethnographic	resources.

Potential	for	human	remains	to	be	discovered	is	high.

Potential	impacts	to	sacred	mountain	and	Medicine	Rock.

Project	components	could	destroy	important	features.

Potential	impacts	to	traditional	use	and	on‐going	use	of	Native	American	resources.

Legitimacy	of	the	process	given	that	the	importance	of	the	mountain	was	identified	during	the	time	the	County	was	
looking	for	landfill	sites;	Gregory	Canyon	was	removed	from	the	list.	

Federal	Consultation	required	along	with	section	106.

Religious	freedom	to	have	ongoing	use	of	the	mountain.

Potential	TCPs	identified;	impacts	to	the	mountain	would	affect	the	overall	interrelationship	with	other	sacred	areas
in	the	region.	

Ethnographic	landscape	–	impact	to	the	integrity	of	the	cultural	resources;	indirect	impacts	would	compromise	the	
entire	spiritual	character	of	rituals	related	to	Gregory	Canyon.	

Wind‐blown	trash	would	desecrate	the	Native	American	resources.

Inadequacy	of	EIR	and	lack	of	Native	American	input	in	the	process.

Pala	casino	has	no	bearing	on	the	landfill	matter.

Site	is	located	in	an	area	of	great	natural	beauty	which	is	the	entrance	to	the	Pala	Indian	Reservation	as	well	as	six	
other	Native	American	Tribal	reserves	located	along	SR	76.		It	would	be	a	dishonor	to	approve	a	landfill	at	the	
gateway	to	one	of	the	last	historical	strongholds	of	Native	American	Population	in	Southern	California.	

Location	has	cultural,	biological,	geological,	hydrological,	environmental,	and	sociological	significance	to	the	
communities	that	reside	in	Northern	San	Diego	County.	

Impacts	to	the	integrity	of	the	ethnographic	landscape	(even	if	disturbance	does	not	occur	in	specific	area	of	
ethnographic	usage).	

Describe	the	process	and	outcome	of	government‐to‐government	consultation	between	the	Corps	and	each	of	the	
tribal	governments	within	the	project	area,	issues	that	were	raised	(if	any),	and	how	those	issues	were	addressed	in	
relation	to	the	proposed	action	and	selection	of	a	preferred	alternative.	

The	bridge	would	cross	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	which	is	considered	sacred	by	the	Luiseno	people.	

Gregory	Mountain,	Medicine	Rock,	and	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	form	three	dimensions	of	the	area	of	deep	spiritual	
significance.	

Site	is	located	in	a	large	Village	Complex	that	contains	all	aspects	of	aboriginal	life	including	the	secular,	such	as	tool	
production	and	food	preparation,	as	well	as	the	spiritual	and	ceremonial;	analysis	must	include	all	village	complexes,	
even	if	such	complexes	exist	adjacent	to	or	nearby	the	project	area	

Need	to	look	at	how	features	relate	to	each	other	and	to	the	larger	environment	or	landscape	instead	of	as	isolated	
sites,	thus	diminishing	their	importance.	
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Cultural Resources

Potential	for	human	remains	to	be	discovered	is	high.

	
Environmental Justice

Explore	potential	mitigation	measures	for	adverse	environmental	justice	effects.		Affected	Environment	should	
document	human	health	and	environmental	risks.	

There	would	be	disproportionately	high	direct	and	cumulative	adverse	human	health	or	environmental	effects	to	the	
Pala	sacred,	cultural,	and	social	sites.			

Per	CEQ	seek	tribal	representation.			

Address	affects	on	the	Native	American	community	and	adjacent	reservation	lands.		

Emphasis	should	be	based	on	social	issues	based	upon	an	appreciation	of	diverse	cultural	perspective.		

Environmental	Justice	pursued	per	submittal	by	Applicant	to	the	California	State	Water	Resource	Control	Board	in	
2007;	included	formal	consultation	with	Tribal	government	by	San	Diego	County	Department	of	Environmental	
Health	(DEH),	and	hearings/workshops	held	by	DEH	or	the	San	Diego	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board.	

Of	seven	existing	and	proposed	landfills,	five	are	in	poverty	areas	and	six	are	in	zip	codes	where	people	of	color	are
higher	than	the	County	average.	

Subsistence	and	religious	use	of	native	species	such	as	the	California	Steelhead	trout	must	be	factored	into	the	
environmental	justice	analysis.	

Address	cumulative	impacts	from	climate	change	on	public	health	and	environmental	justice	communities. 	

Geology and Soils

The	leachate	collection	and	removal	system	(LCRS)	design	for	the	side	slopes	does	not	meet	federal	or	state	design	
standards.	

Need	to	address	seismic	impacts	on	“…	other	components	of	the	proposed	landfill,	including	the	gas	collection	system,	
the	desilting	basins,	the	leachate	control	recovery	system,	and	the	perimeter	drainage	channels.”			

The	earthquake	analysis	should	address	higher	magnitude,	unpredictable/unexpected	earthquakes	as	in	Baja.

Numerous	earthquakes	have	occurred	in	Pala	between	1990	and	2010	(evidence	of	frequent	pounding	and	shaking	in	
the	vicinity	of	the	landfill	site).		The	comment	cites	a	2001	paper	regarding	landfill	liners	under	earthquake	loading,	
which	showed	the	breaching	of	clay	liners.			

Analyze	the	differential	settlement	between	the	bedrock	contacts	and	artificial	embankments	that	will	be	placed	as	
part	of	the	landfill.	

Demonstrate	the	structural	stability	of	the	landfill;	slopes	of	canyon	are	prone	to	failure.	

Impacts	of	geotechnical	environment	relative	to	the	risks	of	the	landfill	to	the	San	Luis	River	Watershed	system. 	

Analyze	liner	in	relation	to	the	slope	of	the	canyon	walls	and	the	liner’s	ability	to	maintain	the	integrity	of	its	discrete	
layers.	

Analyze	integrity	of	liner	given	degradation	of	liner	by	leachates	and	ground	movement	from	settling	or	potential	
earthquakes.	

Analyze	constant	friction	from	earthquakes	and	the	possibility	of	a	higher	magnitude	earthquake	in	the	area	[USGS	
recorded	over	1,600	“seismic	events”	within	30	kilometers	of	the	site	in	the	last	10	years	(USGS	Earthquake	Catalog	
Search)].	
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Human Health and Safety

Impacts	from	use	of	contaminated	soils	that	contain	“hazardous	substances”	under	State	and	federal	law	(40	CFR	
302)	and	petroleum	as	cover	material.	

Landfill	methane	would	be	ignited	by	ball	lightning.

Vector	control	–	raven	and	seagull	management	as	well	as	other	vectors	such	as	rodents,	flies,	and	mosquitoes.

Litter,	if	uncontrolled,	could	cause	a	significant	adverse	impact	on	and	off	Indian	lands.

Characterize	how	household	hazardous	waste	that	enters	the	solid	waste	stream	would	be	managed,	where	disposal	
would	occur,	and	regulatory	requirements	associated	with	storage	and	disposal.	

Characterize	waste	management	from	associated	activities	such	as	vehicle	maintenance.	

Corps	should	use	the	Adoptive	Risk	Assessment	Modeling	Program	System,	developed	by	the	U.S.	Army	Engineer	
Research	and	Development	Center	and	the	U.S.	Army	Center	for	Health	Promotion	and	Preventive	Medicine	to	assess	
human	health	impacts	from	surface	water	and	aquifer	transport	of	contaminants.	

Mercury	is	in	compact	fluorescent	bulbs,	which	are	required	to	be	disposed	of	in	hazardous	waste	landfill	but	would	
inevitably	end	up	in	municipal	waste;	mercury	in	water	supply	is	toxic.	

Truck	accidents	and	potential	indirect	effects	on	the	environment,	including	the	river.

	
Hydrogeology

Site	is	underlain	by	fractured	bedrock,	which	presents	monitoring	challenges.

Need	to	identify	all	bedrock	fractures	to	ensure	that	point‐of‐compliance	groundwater	monitoring	system	would	
collect	samples	from	all	fractures.	

Risk	to	water	quality	from	continuous	pumping	from	point‐of‐compliance	groundwater	monitoring	wells	prior	to	
testing.	

Potential	non‐compliance	of	monitoring	well	construction	with	40	CFR 258	standards	regarding	potential	dilution	
and	ability	of	wells	to	identify	leaks.	

The	ability	of	continuously	pumping	of	groundwater	monitoring	wells	to	monitor	contaminants.	

Potential	groundwater	contamination	from	existing	MCL	toxins	and	on‐site	use	of	potentially	contaminated	
groundwater.	

The	effects	of	any	blasting	on	the	underlying	fractured	bedrock	system.

The	effects	of	any	blasting	on	SDCWA’s	existing	pipelines	and	the	existing	power	lines.

Function	of	de‐silting	basins	on	greater	than	10‐year,	6‐hour	rainfall.

Use	of	updated	groundwater	modeling	software.

Optimal	moisture	content	pre‐moisturized	clay,	discussion	of	other	sites	where	uses,	and	traffic	and	other	impacts	
related	to	trucking	pre‐moisturized	clay.	

Impact	of	leak	on	agricultural	and	domestic	well	users	and	down‐gradient	municipal	water	users.	

Worker	and	wildlife	exposure	to	contaminated	soils	and	petroleum	as	cover	material.

Impacts	of	landfill	to	50	years	beyond	closure	date.

Hydro‐geological	characteristics	of	surrounding	lands.

Quantity,	quality,	and	direction	of	flow	of	groundwater.
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Hydrogeology

Proximity	and	withdrawal	rate	of	groundwater	users.

Potential	impacts	on	groundwater	quality	given	that	the	Pala	Sub‐Basin	is	the	sole	source	of	potable	drinking	water	
for	the	Pala	Indian	Reservation.	

Difficulty	monitoring	groundwater	to	identify	leaks	from	the	landfill	places	on	a	fractured	igneous	intrusive	bedrock	
formation	located	in	the	Elsinore/Laguna	Salada	Fault	system.	

Identify	chemical	characteristics	of	detention	basins	and	how	seepage	into	groundwater	will	be	prevented.

Leak	in	the	liner	is	inevitable	and	dangerous	chemicals	present	in	consumer	products	make	the	toxicity	of	leachate	
comparable	to	that	of	a	hazardous	waste	landfill.	

Provide	information	on	other	sites	in	which	the	proposed	leak	detection	system	has	been	used	and	the	lessons	
learned.	

Likely	potential	the	landfill	would	be	relegated	to	Superfund	status,

Corps	should	use	the	3‐D	Containment	Visualization	Site	Characterization	and	Monitoring	to	enable	the	fractured	
bedrock	to	be	graphically	presented	and	modeled	for	containment	characteristics	of	the	site,	

Use	of	groundwater	monitoring	wells	to	supply	water	for	dust	control	is	a	serious	problem	in	the	making,

Have	you	checked	into	insurance	to	compensate	users	of	the	waters,	if	problems	occur?		Is	the	insurance	sufficient?

Would	the	site	not	become	a	superfund	site,	with	the	cleanup	funded	by	public	taxes?

Land Use and Planning

Proposition	C	and	the	process	for	review	of	the	landfill,

Assess	potential	impacts	on	the	proposed	River	Park	along	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	(Department	of	Parks	and	
Recreation	San	Luis	Rey	River	Park	Master	Plan),	

A	landfill	would	be	inconsistent	with	the	surrounding	community	plan,

Noise and Vibration

Noise	impacts	that	would	be	caused	by	rock	crushing	and	tire	shredding	activities	on	the	site.			

Noise	impacts	to	surrounding	uses,	including	nearby	neighborhoods,	parks	and	habitat	uses,	and	impacts	associated	
with	destruction	of	on‐site	vegetation.	

Noise	pollution	due	to	heavy	equipment.	

Increased	highway	traffic	with	the	attendant	noise	and	pollution,	as	well	as	congestion.			

The	impact	of	blasting	on	proposed	Pipeline	No.	6.		

	
Public Services

Since	2006	the	site	has	been	included	in	the	fire	and	emergency	medical	services	zone	for	County	Service	Area	No.	
135.		Still,	the	County	Service	Area	may	be	unable	to	provide	the	level	of	service	necessary	to	ensure	the	safety	of	
employees	since	landfill	operations	have	an	elevated	potential	for	hazardous	waste	accidents	and	emergency	medical	
situations.		The	project	remains	in	the	North	County	Fire	Protection	District's	(NCFPD)	sphere	of	influence,	which	is	a	
prerequisite	for	annexation.		If	implementation	of	the	project	includes	annexation	to	the	NCFPD,	the	area	should	be	
removed	from	the	County	Service	Area's	fire	zone	to	avoid	an	overlap	of	service	responsibility.	

Landfill	methane	would	be	ignited	by	ball	lightning,
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Public Services

Wildfires	in	San	Diego	County	in	2007	burned	to	the	northwest	of	the	site	(the	Rice	Canyon	fire)	and	up	the	canyon	of	
the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		Must	evaluate	the	impacts	that	a	wildfire	burning	across	the	site	would	have	on	the	proposed	
landfill	liner,	cover,	flare	system,	gas	control	system,	bridge,	and	other	facilities	and	operation	on	the	site.	

Potential	for	a	wildfire	or	fire	started	on	the	site.		Identify	and	analyze	any	agreement	from	local	fire	department	to	
provide	coverage.			

Availability	of	water	on	site	for	fire	fighting.	

Effects	of	global	climate	change	on	the	occurrence	and	intensity	of	fires	that	could	burn	on	the	site	over	the	
operational,	closure,	and	post‐closure	life	of	the	landfill;	evaluate	the	impacts	of	those	fires	on	the	site	and	the	impact	
the	site	would	have	on	increasing	the	intensity	of	such	fires.	

Socioeconomics  

While	some	comments	received	during	the	scoping	process	raised	the	issue	of	economics,	such	as	the	economic	
benefit/cost	to	the	region	the	cost	for	clean	up	if	a	leak	occurs	(e.g.	replacement	of	water	supply,	desalination	for	water	

replacement,	or	impacts	on	downstream	location/wells),	and	whether	or	not	there	is	sufficient	insurance	to	
compensate	users	of	the	waters	if	contamination	results,	these	comments	are	addressed	in	other	sections	of	the	EIS.			

	
Surface Hydrology

Impacts	of	constructing	the	perimeter	drainage	channels	high	on	the	sides	of	Gregory	Canyon	to	collect	stormwater	
runoff,	

Impacts	from	discharge	from	drainage	channels	directly	into	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	without	treatment	in	the	desilting	
basins	(sediment	load),	

Concern	that	desilting	basins	would	not	comply	with	federal	and	state	laws;	how	would	desilting	basins	function	
during	storm	events	that	exceed	a	10‐year,	6‐hour	event,	

Need	to	analyze	impacts	of	runoff	from	borrow/stockpile	areas	as	runoff	would	be	directed	to	natural	drainage	
channels;	identify	potential	downstream	impacts	caused	by	discharges	at	various	stages,	

Address	how	water	in	the	upper	reaches	of	Gregory	Canyon	would	be	controlled	prior	to	completion	of	phased	
perimeter	channel;	impacts	of	partial	system,	

Impacts	from	the	undisturbed	run‐on	control	system;	water	collected	from	undisturbed	areas	would	discharge	into	
the	perimeter	drainage	channels	and	then	directly	to	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	without	treatment.	

Discharges	from	disturbed	areas	of	the	landfill	could	be	contaminated	and	would	require	a	National	Pollutant	
Discharge	Elimination	System	permit.	

Need	to	recalculate	stormwater	control	systems	if	site	receives	25	inches	per	year	in	an	average	year.	

Impacts	severe	flood	could	have	on	the	project.

How	site	would	be	accessed	if	the	bridge	is	destroyed	in	a	flood.

Evaluate	impacts	an	event	the	size	of	the	1916	flood	would	have on	the	facility	area	and	the	landfill	footprint.

Effect	the	bridge	would	have	on	scour	in	the	river.

Impacts	from	construction	of	the	bridge	to	the	pipelines	due	to	scour	or	other	effects.

Quantity	of	surface	water	anticipated	to	be	generated	during	storm	events	and	impacts	to	downstream	communities.

Explain	how	overflow	of	storm	design	containment	in	larger	storm	events	would	be	managed	and	discuss	potential	
environmental	impacts	in	the	event	of	overflow.	
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Surface Hydrology

Pursuant	to	CWA	section	303(d),	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	is	listed	as	an	impaired	water	for	chloride	and	total	dissolved	
solids;	analysis	needs	to	address	potential	water	quality	concerns	from	leachate,	flood	discharges,	contaminated	
storm	water	runoff,	spills	from	trucks,	and	failure	of	the	liner.	

Performance	of	project	components	must	be	evaluated	under	future	climate	conditions	that	are	expected	to	have	
more	extreme	weather	events,	including	stronger	flooding.	

Recalculation	of	the	100‐year,	24‐hour	event,	based	on	revised	annual	rainfall	data.

Need	to	consider	historical	flooding;	during	1992	– 1993,	most	of	the	bridges	on	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	were	washed	
out	and	the	residents	on	both	sides	of	the	river	were	unable	to	cross	for	weeks.	

Historical	events	have	altered	the	hydrology	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	(i.e.,	Lake	Henshaw	Dam,	Canal	Diversion	to	
Escondido	located	10	miles	below	Lake	Henshaw,	imported	Colorado	River	water,	increased	salt	loads	entering	the	
groundwater	from	storm	water	and	agricultural	irrigation	runoff);		Cumulative	effects	of	these	influences	coupled	
with	the	landfill	will	disrupt	an	already	fragile	natural	resource	and	will	be	another	item	hindering	recovery	efforts	
being	implemented	by	the	San	Luis	Rey	Resource	Conservation	District,	the	City	of	Oceanside,	and	other	local,	state	
and	federal	agencies..	

Review	current	effective	countywide	Flood	Insurance	Rate	Maps	for	the	County	of	San	Diego	(Community	Number	
060284),	revised	September	29,	2006;	compliance	with	NFIP	floodplain	management	building	requirements	is	
necessary.	

Executive	Order	11988	requires	federal	agencies	to	avoid,	to	the	extent	possible,	the	long	and	short‐term	adverse	
impacts	associated	with	the	occupancy	and	modification	of	flood	plains,	and	to	avoid	direct	and	indirect	support	of	
floodplain	development	wherever	there	is	a	practicable	alternative	(reference	in	comment	is	to	FIRMs	dated	1997).	

Evaluate	projected	climate	change	consequences,	such	as	increased	frequency	of	high	intensity	storms,	amplified	rain	
events,	and	their	potential	effects	on	culverts	and	bridges.	

Consider	potential	use	of	San	Luis	Rey	River	water	supplies	on	the	project	(rights	in	the	river	are	the	subject	of	
pending	litigation	brought	by	Native	American	Tribes	and	the	terms	of	a	settlement	authorized	by	Congress	in	the	San	
Luis	Rey	Settlement	Act	(Public	Law	100‐675)).	

Assess	effect	of	bridge	on	flood	levels	and	analyze	channel	modifications	that	may	be	required	since	the	bridge	would	
be	located	within	the	County	floodway	and	the	bridge	abutments	appear	to	be	located	within	the	adjacent	floodplain.	

Potential	risk	of	pipeline	failure	resulting	in	landfill	washout	and	deposition	of	water,	sediment,	and	other	materials	
in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.	

Analyze	controls	for	water	that	pass	through	the	top	of	the	landfill	and	into	the	waste,	runs	off	the	landfill,	or	
evaporates.	

Analysis	must	demonstrate	how	the	project	will	improve	and	not	worsen	the	condition	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.

Use	of	a	single	annual	average	rainfall	rather	than	different	figures	depending	on	the	analysis.	

Potential	for	trash	to	wind	up	in	the	river	similar	to	the	BP	spill	and	other	environmental	disasters.	

Earthquake,	rockfall,	and	other	risk	to	perimeter	drainage	channels,	and	impact	of	direct	discharge	from	these	
channels	on	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.	

The	effects	of	the	project	on	SDCWA’s	proposed	Pipeline	No.	6.

Control	of	run‐off	prior	to	construction	of	perimeter	drainage	channel.

Identification	of	discharge	drainages	from	borrow	sites	and	BMPs.

Distinction	between	“disturbed”	and	“undisturbed”	areas	relative	to	run‐off.
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Recalculation	of	the	100‐year,	24‐hour	event,	based	on	discharger’s	revised	annual	rainfall	data.	

Transportation

Increase	in	traffic	on	SR	76	that	would	occur	from	the	landfill.

Safety	on	SR	76	given	increase	in	truck	traffic.

Need	for	increased	highway	maintenance	due	to	heavy	trucks	on	roadway.

Traffic	study	in	conformance	to	the	standards	for	highways	in	the	region.

Analyze	construction	traffic,	including	impacts	associated	with	slow‐moving	and	heavy	equipment.	

Utilities

Impacts	of	pre‐moisturizing	clay	to	water	users	in	the	mine	area.

Need	for	a	replacement	water	plan	in	the	event	water	sources	are	contaminated.

Landfill	is	water	dependent	as	water	is	needed	for	refuse	acceptance,	blanket	fill	embankment	placement	activities,	
dust	suppression,	irrigation	and	fire	suppression.	

Analysis	of	pumping	wells	must	be	based	on	current	baseline	(no	dairies)	not	on	the	historic	use.	

Use	of	a	single	annual	average	rainfall	rather	than	different	figures	depending	on	the	analysis.	

Many	ranchers	have	been	adversely	affected	by	water	restrictions;	water	usage	in	the	landfill	would	be	extremely	
wasteful	in	the	midst	of	a	drought.	

Applicant	has	had	trouble	securing	a	reliable	water	source.

Impacts	of	temperature	increases	and	changes	in	water	availability.

Provide	technical	studies	regarding	the	protection	of	Pipelines	1	and	2	if	they	remain	in	their	current	location.

San	Luis	Rey	Municipal	Water	District	is	precluded	from	providing	water	to	the	site	unless	the	District	is	annexed	to	
the	San	Diego	County	Water	Authority	and	the	Metropolitan	Water	District	of	Southern	California,	included	in	those	
agencies’	spheres	of	influence,	and	receives	authorization	of	latent	water	powers	from	LAFCO.	

Use	of	groundwater	may	not	be	feasible	due	to	recent	drought	conditions	and	resulting	drop	in	groundwater	levels.

San	Luis	Rey	Municipal	Water	District	is	not	authorized	as	sewer	purveyor	and	has	no	infrastructure	in	place	to	do	so.

San	Diego	Foundation’s	Regional	Focus	2050	Study	concludes	that	by	2050,	San	Diego	County	will	require	37%	more	
water	than	is	currently	used;	by	2050	the	County	could	face	a	water	shortage	of	18%	despite	current	plans	to	
conserve,	recycle	and	augment	water	supply.	

San	Luis	Rey	Municipal	Water	District	is	not	authorized	as	a	sewer	purveyor	and	has	no	infrastructure	in	place	to	do	
so.	

Moving	transmission	towers	would	cause	an	interruption	in	service.

	
1.6  SCOPE AND CONTENT OF THE DRAFT EIS 

1.6.1  Scope of Analysis 

The	analyses	contained	in	this	EIS	were	established	based	on	comments	received	during	the	scoping	process	
for	the	EIS,	which	began	with	the	notice	of	intent	(NOI).	 	This	Draft	EIS	has	been	prepared	in	conformance	
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with	 NEPA,	 the	 USACE	 Procedures	 for	 Implementing	 NEPA,	 and	 the	 CEQ	 Regulations	 for	 Implementing	
NEPA.	

The	NEPA	 scope	 of	 the	 federal	 review	 is	 normally	 defined	 by	 33	 CFR	325,	 Appendix	B,	which	 states	 “the	
district	 engineer	 should	 establish	 the	 scope	 of	 the	NEPA	document	 to	 address	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 specific	
activity	regarding	the	DA	permit	and	those	portions	of	the	entire	project	over	which	the	district	engineer	has	
sufficient	control	and	responsibility	to	warrant	federal	review.”			

The	USACE	has	identified	the	scope	of	analysis	for	the	federal	review	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
to	 consist	 of	 impacts	 to	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 associated	 with	 the	 construction	 of	 the	 bridge,	 the	 ancillary	
facilities,	and	the	landfill	footprint.		In	addition,	the	USACE	has	identified	the	indirect	and	cumulative	effects	
within	the	scope	of	federal	control	that	could	occur	as	a	result	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		While	
operational	impacts	in	the	uplands	are	outside	the	geographic	jurisdiction	of	the	USACE,	NEPA	requires	the	
USACE	to	fully	disclose	potentially	significant	indirect	and	cumulative	effects	occurring	as	a	result	of	a	permit	
action.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 USACE	 is	 preparing	 this	 EIS	 for	 the	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	in	its	entirety.			

1.6.2  Intended Uses of this Draft EIS 

This	EIS	has	been	prepared	 in	accordance	with	applicable	 federal	environmental	 regulations,	policies,	and	
laws	 to	 inform	 federal	 decisionmakers	 regarding	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 other	 alternatives.	 	 As	 an	 information	 document,	 an	 EIS	 does	 not	 recommend	
approval	 or	 denial	 of	 a	 project.	 	 This	 Draft	 EIS	 is	 being	 provided	 to	 the	 public	 for	 review,	 comment,	 and	
participation	 in	 the	analysis	process.	 	After	public	review	and	comment,	a	Final	EIS	will	be	prepared.	 	The	
Final	 EIS	will	 include	 responses	 to	 comments	on	 the	Draft	 EIS	 received	 from	agencies,	 organizations,	 and	
individuals.	 	 The	 Final	 EIS	 will	 be	 used	 by	 USACE	 in	 decision	 making	 regarding	 the	 applicant’s	 permit	
application.	

1.6.3  Draft EIS Organization 

The	EIS	is	organized	by	the	following	chapters	and	sections:	

 Executive	 Summary,	 provides	 a	 summary	 of	 the	 background	 and	 overview	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative,	briefly	describes	the	alternatives	evaluated	in	the	EIS,	and	identifies	significant	
adverse	effects	of	the	alternatives.					

 Chapter	 1,	 Introduction,	 provides	 an	 overview	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 its	
location.	 	 The	 section	 also	 discusses	 the	 USACE’s	 compliance	 with	 NEPA,	 necessary	 permits,	
summarizes	the	scoping	process	for	the	preparation	of	the	EIS,	and	identifies	the	availability	of	this	
document	 for	 public	 review.	 	 The	 section	 also	 discusses	 incorporation	 by	 reference	 of	 other	
documents	in	this	EIS.			

 Chapter	2,	Purpose	and	Need,	describes	the	statement	of	purpose	and	need	and	basic	and	overall	
project	purpose.			

 	Chapter	3,	Description	of	Alternatives,	provides	a	detailed	description	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative.		The	section	also	contains	a	description	of	the	screening	process	for	alternatives	as	well	
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as	a	description	of	the	alternatives	that	are	evaluated	in	the	EIS.		In	addition,	this	section	contains	a	
discussion	of	alternatives	that	were	considered	and	withdrawn.	

 Chapter	 4,	 Environmental	 Analysis,	 provides	 information	 on	 the	 existing	 regional	 and	 local	
conditions	as	well	as	an	analysis	of	the	potential	direct	and	indirect	effects	for	the	alternatives.		This	
section	identifies	feasible	mitigation	measures	that	would	avoid,	substantially	lessen,	or	minimize	the	
identified	 effects	 of	 the	 alternatives.	 	 Technical	 topics	 addressed	 in	 this	 EIS	 were	 defined	 by	 the	
USACE	 through	 the	 NOI	 process	 and	 through	 input	 received	 at	 the	 scoping	 meeting	 held	 for	 the	
project.		The	topics	evaluated	in	this	EIS	are	as	follows:	

o 4.1		Aesthetics	

o 4.2		Agricultural	Resources	

o 4.3		Air	Quality	and	Greenhouse	Gases	

o 4.4		Biological	Resources	

o 4.5		Cultural	Resources	

 4.5.1		Historic	and	Archaeological	Resources	

 4.5.2		Traditional	Cultural	Properties	

o 4.6	Environmental	Justice	

o 4.7	Geology	and	Soils	

o 4.8		Human	Health	and	Safety	

o 4.9		Hydrogeology	

o 4.10		Land	Use	and	Planning	

o 4.11		Noise	and	Vibration	

o 4.12		Public	Services	

 4.12.1		Law	Enforcement	

 4.12.2		Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services	

 4.12.3		School	Facilities	

 4.12.4		Recreation	

o 4.13		Socioeconomics	

o 4.14		Surface	Hydrology	

o 4.15		Transportation	

o 4.16		Utilities	and	Service	Systems	

 4.16.1		Water	Supply	

 4.16.2		Wastewater	

 4.16.3		Gas	and	Electricity	Service	

 Chapter	 5,	 Comparison	 of	 Alternatives,	 includes	 a	 comparison	 of	 the	 alternatives,	 including	 a	
summary	of	the	environmental	impacts	associated	with	each	alternative.			
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 Chapter	6,	Cumulative	Analysis,	 includes	an	analysis	of	each	alternative	in	conjunction	with	past,	
present,	and	probable	or	reasonably	foreseeable	future	projects	in	the	vicinity	of	the	alternative	site.	

 Chapter	7,	Growth	Inducing	Impacts,	provides	a	summary	of	the	alternatives’	potential	to	lead	to	
population	growth	and	indirect	implications	of	that	growth	on	the	County.			

 Chapter	8,	Irreversible	and	Irretrievable	Commitments	of	Resources,	addresses	changes	to	the	
natural	environment	that	could	occur	from	the	implementation	of	the	alternatives	in	the	context	of	
the	short‐term	versus	long‐term	productivity,	irreversible	or	irretrievable	commitment	of	resources.			

 Chapter	 9,	 References,	 identifies	 the	 documents	 (printed	 references)	 and	 individuals	 (personal	
communications)	consulted	in	preparing	this	EIS.			

 Chapter	10,	List	of	Preparers	and	Contributors,	 identifies	 the	 individuals	 involved	 in	preparing	
this	Draft	EIS	as	well	as	their	qualifications.	

 Chapter	11,	Definitions	and	Acronyms,	provides	definitions	for	key	terms	as	well	as	the	full	names	
for	acronyms	and	abbreviations	used	in	the	EIS.			

 Appendices,	 provide	 data	 supporting	 the	 analysis	 or	 contents	 of	 this	 Draft	 EIS.	 	 The	 appendices	
include	the	following:	

– Appendix	A:		Introduction	

– Appendix	B:		Purpose	and	Need	

– Appendix	C:		Description	of	Alternatives	

– Appendix	D:		Aesthetics	

– Appendix	E:		Agricultural	Resources	

– Appendix	F:		Air	Quality	and	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	

– Appendix	G:		Biological	Resources	

– Appendix	H:		Cultural	Resources	

– Appendix	I:		Geology	and	Soils	

– Appendix	J:		Land	Use	and	Planning	

– Appendix	K:		Noise	and	Vibration	

– Appendix	L:		Surface	Hydrology	

– Appendix	M:		Transportation	

1.7  KEY PRINCIPLES GUIDING PREPARATION OF THIS DRAFT EIS 

1.7.1  Emphasis on Significant Adverse Effects 

The	purpose	of	the	EIS	is	to	identify	the	effects	on	the	quality	of	the	human	environment.		This	EIS	focuses	on	
the	effects	of	the	alternatives	and	their	relevance	to	the	decision‐making	process.		NEPA	requires	the	federal	
lead	agency	to	rely	on	a	“scientific	and	analytical	basis	for	the	comparison	of	alternatives”	(40	CFR	1502.16)	
in	making	its	decisions.		Whether	an	alternative	significantly	affects	the	quality	of	the	human	environment	is	
determined	by	considering	the	context	and	intensity	of	the	action	and	its	effects.		The	term	context	refers	to	
the	affected	environment	in	which	the	action	would	take	place.		The	term	intensity	refers	to	the	severity	of	
an	action’s	impact	on	the	environment.		Each	technical	section	in	Chapter	4	provides	a	criteria	against	which	
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potential	 impacts	 are	 considered	 to	 determine	whether	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	would	 result	 from	 the	
implementation	of	an	alternative.	

1.7.2  Forecasting 

In	 this	Draft	EIS,	 the	USACE	has	made	 its	best	 efforts	 to	predict	 and	evaluate	 the	 reasonable,	 foreseeable,	
direct,	indirect,	and	cumulative	environmental	impacts	of	the	alternatives.		NEPA	does	not	require	the	USACE	
to	engage	in	speculation	about	impacts	that	are	not	reasonably	foreseeable.	 	In	these	instances,	NEPA	does	
not	 require	 a	 worst‐case	 analysis	 when	 confronted	 with	 incomplete	 or	 unavailable	 information	 (40	 CFR	
1502.22).	 	 NEPA	 requires	 disclosure	 if	 information	 is	 lacking	 for	 analysis.	 	 In	 such	 instances,	 where	
information	 is	 lacking,	 NEPA	 does	 not	 require	 obtaining	 such	 information	 if	 the	 costs	 to	 obtain	 the	
information	are	exorbitant	or	the	means	to	obtain	such	information	are	not	known.			Rather,	NEPA	requires	
in	Section	1502.22(b):	

(1)	A	statement	that	such	information	is	incomplete	or	unavailable;	

(2)	 a	 statement	 of	 the	 relevance	 of	 the	 incomplete	 or	 unavailable	 information	 to	 evaluating	
reasonably	foreseeable	significant	adverse	impacts	on	the	human	environment;	

(3)	 a	 summary	 of	 existing	 credible	 scientific	 evidence	 which	 is	 relevant	 to	 evaluating	 the	
reasonably	foreseeable	significant	adverse	impacts	on	the	human	environments;	and		

(4)	 the	 agency’s	 evaluation	 of	 such	 impacts	 based	 upon	 theoretical	 approaches	 or	 research	
methods	generally	accepted	in	the	scientific	community.	

1.7.3  Disagreement among Experts 

It	is	possible	that	evidence	that	might	raise	disagreements	will	be	presented	during	the	public	review	of	the	
Draft	EIS.	Such	disagreements	will	be	noted	and	will	be	considered	by	the	decisionmakers	during	the	public	
hearing	 process.	 However,	 to	 be	 adequate	 under	 NEPA,	 the	 Draft	 EIS	 need	 not	 resolve	 all	 such	
disagreements.	

Conflicts	 of	 evidence	 and	 expert	 opinions	 on	 an	 issue	 concerning	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 of	 the	
alternatives,	when	the	USACE	knows	of	these	controversies	in	advance,	have	been	identified	in	this	Draft	EIS.		
The	Draft	EIS	summarizes	the	conflicting	opinions	and	has	included	sufficient	information	to	allow	the	public	
and	decisionmakers	 to	 take	 intelligent	 account	 of	 the	 environmental	 consequences	 of	 their	 actions.	 	 They	
may	give	more	weight	 to	 the	views	of	one	expert	 than	 to	 those	of	another	and	need	not	resolve	a	dispute	
among	experts.	 In	their	proceedings,	they	must	consider	and	address	the	comments	received	but	need	not	
follow	said	comments	so	long	as	they	state	the	basis	for	their	decision	and	that	decision.	

1.7.4  NEPA Baseline 

The	NEPA	baseline	is	not	bound	by	statute	to	a	“flat”	or	“no	growth”	scenario.		Therefore,	the	NEPA	baseline	
may	project	increases	in	operations	over	the	life	of	a	project	that	do	not	require	federal	action	or	approval.		
Normally,	 any	 ultimate	 permit	 decision	would	 focus	 on	 direct	 impacts	 to	 aquatic	 environment,	 as	well	 as	
indirect	 and	 cumulative	 impacts	 in	 the	 uplands	 determined	 to	 be	within	 the	 scope	 of	 federal	 control	 and	
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responsibility.	 	Significance	of	the	alternative	is	defined	by	comparing	the	alternative	to	the	NEPA	baseline	
(i.e.,	the	increment).					

1.7.5  Duty to Mitigate 

The	Draft	EIS	must	include	a	discussion	of	the	“means	to	mitigate	adverse	environmental	impacts.”	(40	CFR	
1502.16(h)).		Under	NEPA,	40	CFR	1505.3	requires	that	“mitigation	and	other	conditions	established	in	the	
environmental	 impact	 statement	 or	 during	 its	 review	 and	 committed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 decision	 shall	 be	
implemented	 by	 the	 lead	 agency	 or	 other	 appropriate	 consenting	 agency.”	 	 In	 order	 to	 be	 considered	
adequate,	mitigation	measures	must	meet	 certain	 requirements.	 	 Mitigation	measures	 should	 be	 specific,	
define	feasible	actions	that	would	improve	adverse	environmental	conditions,	and	be	measureable	to	allow	
monitoring	of	their	implementation.		Effective	mitigation	measures	explain	objectives,	how	a	given	measure	
should	 be	 implemented,	 who	 is	 responsible	 for	 its	 implementation,	 and	 where	 and	 when	 the	 mitigation	
would	occur.		Mitigation	measures	must	be	enforceable.			

1.7.6  Requirements to Evaluate Alternatives 

According	to	NEPA	regulations	(40	CFR	1502.14),	the	alternatives	section	of	an	EIS	is	required	to:	

 Rigorously	explore	and	objectively	evaluate	all	reasonable	alternatives;	

 Include	reasonable	alternatives	not	within	the	lead	agency’s	jurisdiction	or	congressional	mandate	if	
applicable;	

 Include	the	no‐action	alternative;	

 Devote	 substantial	 treatment	 to	 each	 alternative,	 including	 the	proposed	 action,	 so	 that	 reviewers	
may	evaluate	their	comparative	merits;	

 Identify	the	lead	agency’s	preferred	alternative;	

 Include	 appropriate	 mitigation	 measures	 (when	 not	 already	 part	 of	 the	 proposed	 action	 or	
alternatives);	and	

 Present	the	alternatives	that	were	eliminated	from	detailed	study	and	briefly	discuss	the	reasons	for	
elimination.	

NEPA	(40	CFR	1502.14(a))	 requires	 that	an	EIS	describe	a	range	of	 reasonable	alternatives	 to	a	proposed	
action,	 or	 to	 the	 location	 of	 a	 proposed	 action,	 that	 could	 feasibly	meet	 the	 statement	 of	 purpose	 of	 the	
proposed	action	but	would	avoid	or	substantially	lessen	any	significant	environmental	effects.		Alternatives	
for	an	EIS	usually	take	the	form	of	no	federal	action	(no	federal	permit),	different	project	design	(e.g.,	change	
in	location	on	site,	reduced	size	to	avoid	impacts	to	waters	of	the	U.S.),	and/or	suitable	alternative	sites.		The	
evaluation	 of	 alternatives	 is	 governed	 by	 the	 rule	 of	 reason	 that	 requires	 an	 EIS	 to	 consider	 a	 range	 of	
alternatives	that	could	accomplish	the	purpose	and	need.			

With	regard	to	CWA,	section	404(b)(1)	guidelines	(40	CFR	230)	prohibit	 the	USACE	from	issuing	a	permit	
unless	it	is	the	least	environmentally	damaging	practicable	alternative.		The	USACE	must	also	assure	that	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	not	contrary	to	the	public	interest.		The	factors	that	influence	whether	an	
alternative	is	available	and	practicable	include	cost,	logistics,	technology,	and	the	ability	of	the	alternative	to	



December 2012     1.0  Introduction 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 1‐31	 	

meet	the	overall	project	purpose.		The	CWA	section	404(b)(1)	guidelines	primarily	focus	on	impacts	to	the	
aquatic	environment	of	discharges	of	dredged	or	 fill	material	 in	waters	of	 the	U.S.	but	also	consider	other	
potential	consequences	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.			

The	following	must	be	satisfied	in	order	for	the	USACE	to	determine	that	a	proposed	activity	is	in	compliance	
with	section	404(b)(1):	

 Alternatives	 Analysis	 (40	 CFR	 230.10(a)):	 Except	 as	 provided	 under	 404(b)(2),	 no	 discharge	 of	
dredged	 or	 fill	 material	 shall	 be	 permitted	 if	 there	 is	 a	 practicable	 alternative	 to	 the	 proposed	
discharge	which	would	have	less	adverse	impact	on	the	aquatic	ecosystem,	so	long	as	the	alternative	
does	not	have	other	significant	adverse	environmental	consequences.		If	an	alternative	is	otherwise	a	
practicable	 alternative,	 an	 area	 not	 presently	 owned	 by	 the	 applicant,	 which	 could	 reasonably	 be	
obtained,	utilized,	expanded	or	managed	in	order	to	fulfill	the	basic	purpose	of	the	proposed	activity	
may	be	considered.	

 Environmental	Restrictions/Violations	of	 Law	 (40	CFR	230.10(b)):	No	discharge	or	 dredged	or	 fill	
material	shall	be	permitted	if	it:	(1)	causes	or	contributes,	after	consideration	of	disposal	site	dilution	
and	 dispersion,	 to	 violations	 of	 any	 applicable	 State	 water	 quality	 standard;	 (2)	 violates	 any	
applicable	toxic	effluent	standard	or	prohibition;	(3)	jeopardizes	the	continued	existence	of	species	
listed	 as	 endangered	 or	 threatened	 under	 the	 ESA,	 or	 results	 in	 likelihood	 of	 the	 destruction	 or	
adverse	modification	of	a	habitat	which	 is	determined	to	be	critical	habitat	under	the	ESA;	and	(4)	
violates	 any	 requirement	 imposed	by	 the	 Secretary	of	 Commerce	 to	protect	 any	marine	 sanctuary	
designated	under	Title	III	of	the	Marine	Protection,	Research,	and	Sanctuaries	Act	of	1972;	

 No	Significant	Degradation	(40	CFR	230.10(c)):	Except	as	provided	under	404(b)(2),	no	discharge	of	
dredged	or	fill	material	shall	be	permitted	which	will	cause	or	contribute	to	significant	degradation	
of	waters	of	the	U.S.;	and	

 Minimizing	Adverse	Effects	(40	CFR	230.10(d)):	Except	as	provided	under	404(b)(2),	no	discharge	of	
dredged	or	fill	material	shall	be	permitted	unless	appropriate	and	practicable	steps	have	been	taken	
which	will	minimize	potential	adverse	impacts	of	the	discharge	on	the	aquatic	ecosystem.		

1.8  INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 

All	documents	described	below	and	summarized	throughout	the	EIS	are	incorporated	by	reference	and	are	
available	 for	 public	 review	 during	 normal	 business	 hours	 at	 the	 USACE	 Carlsbad	 office	 located	 at	 6010	
Hidden	Valley	Road,	Suite	105	in	Carlsbad,	California.		Alternatively,	if	a	reader	is	interested	in	reviewing	one	
or	more	of	the	documents	incorporated	by	reference	in	this	EIS,	a	request	may	be	submitted	to	one	of	the	e‐
mail	addresses	provided	in	subsection	1.9	for	commenting	purposes.	

Table	1‐4,	Documents	 Incorporated	by	Reference,	 provides	 the	documents	 that	 are	hereby	 incorporated	by	
reference.	 	 The	 majority	 of	 the	 documents	 relate	 to	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 Some	 of	 the	
documents	are	associated	with	the	off‐site	alternative	locations.			

Table 1‐4 
 

Documents Incorporated by Reference 
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Document  Date  Description 

Joint	Technical	Document6	 January	2011	 Provides	a	complete	description	of	the	
proposed	landfill	as	well	as	technical	studies	
evaluating	existing	conditions	and	the	design	
of	the	landfill	

Revised	Final	EIR	for	the	Gregory	
Canyon	Landfill	

May	2007	 Consists	of	the	2003	Draft	EIR	and	the	Revised	
Partial	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report		

Addendum	to	the	Certified	EIR	for	the	
Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	

	July	2008	 Address	a	court	minute	order	dated	February	
11,	2008,	which	required	additional	analysis	
regarding	impacts	on	current	users	of	the	
identified	source	of	recycled	water	from	the	
Olivenhain	Municipal	Water	District	

Addendum	to	the	Certified	EIR	for	the	
Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	

December	2009	 Update	water	supply	and	demand	and	
evaluate	potential	associated	environmental	
impacts;	evaluate	the	importation	of	recycled	
water	from	the	SGVWC	in	Los	Angeles	County	
as	an	alternate	to	the	on‐site	water	supply	

Addendum	to	the	Certified	EIR	for	the	
Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	

May	2010	 Ensure	consistency	of	EIR	with	the	2010	
jurisdictional	determination	completed	by	the	
USACE	in	January	2010	

Recirculated	Merriam	Mountains	EIR	 March	2009	 Analyzes	the		proposed	Merriam	Mountain	
Specific	Plan	and	associated	amendment	and	
discretionary	actions		

Sycamore	Landfill	Master	
Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR	

August	2012	 Analyzes	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	Master	
Development	Plan	(expansion),	including	
proposed	increase	in	daily	intake	

East	Otay	Mesa	Business	Park	Specific	
Plan	

September	2010	 Specific	Plan	for	mixed=use	development	in	
East	Otay	Mesa	area		

Draft	EIR/EIS	for	North	County	Class	
III	Landfill	

1990	 Draft	EIR/EIS	providing	an	analysis	of	three	
potential	landfills	in	North	County:	Aspen	
Road,	Blue	Canyon,	and	Gregory	Canyon	

	

CEQA	Initial	Study	‐	Environmental	
Checklist	Form	for	the	East	Otay	Mesa	
Recycling	Collection	Center	and	
Landfill	

September	2011	 Notice	of	Preparation	and	Initial	Study	for	the	
proposed	East	Otay	Mesa	Recycling	Collection	
Center	and	Landfill	

   

 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2012 

	

																																																													
6	The	JTD	has	been	used	to	prepare	the	description	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	that	is	contained	in	Chapter	3,	Description	of	

Alternatives,	of	this	EIS.	 	The	JTD	contains	numerous	technical	studies	that	have	been	used	in	processing	the	Solid	Waste	Facilities	
Permit	for	the	project.	 	Technical	studies	of	the	JTD	that	have	been	used	 in	the	analysis	 in	this	EIS	have	undergone	peer	review	as	
determined	necessary	by	the	USACE.	
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As	 stated,	 the	 above	 documents	 are	 incorporated	 by	 reference	 and	 are	 available	 for	 public	 review.		
Information	from	these	documents	that	is	still	relevant	is	summarized	in	the	EIS.		For	example,	the	existing	
conditions	relative	to	the	geology	of	the	site	have	not	changed	and	thus,	that	information	is	still	relevant	and	
is	summarized	in	the	EIS.		However,	due	to	the	time	that	has	passed	since	the	certification	of	the	EIR,	much	of	
the	 information	 from	 the	 EIR	 has	 been	 updated	 for	 the	 EIS.	 	 For	 example,	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 has	 been	
prepared	to	compile	the	information	from	the	various	documents	and	to	reflect	changes	that	have	occurred	
in	 the	area	 in	 the	 roadway	network	and	as	a	 result	of	development.	 	Other	 technical	 reports,	 studies,	 and	
other	documents	also	are	summarized	throughout	the	EIS	and	incorporated	by	reference	elsewhere	in	this	
document.		Chapter	9,	References,	provides	a	list	of	references	used	in	the	preparation	of	the	EIS.	

1.9  AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT EIS 

This	 Draft	 EIS	 is	 being	made	 available	 to	 agencies,	 organizations,	 and	 interested	 groups	 and	 persons	 for	
review	and	comment	during	a	60‐day	review	period,	in	accordance	with		40	CFR	1506.10	of	the	CEQ	NEPA	
regulations.	 	 	During	this	period,	which	begins	on	December	12,	2012,	and	ends	on	February	12,	2013,	the	
Draft	EIS	is	available	for	general	public	review	at	the	following	locations:	

Government	Agencies	

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	
6010	Hidden	Valley	Road,	Suite	105	
Carlsbad,	CA		92011‐4219	

San	Diego	County	Building	
Permit	Center	(Public	Counter)	
5510	Overland	Avenue	
San	Diego,	CA		92123	

San	Diego	County	Libraries	

Fallbrook	Public	Library	
124	S.	Mission	Road	
Fallbrook,	CA		92028‐2825	

Valley	Center	Public	Library	
29200	Cole	Grade	Road	
Valley	Center,	CA		92082‐6553	

San	Diego	(Downtown)	Public	Library		
820	E	Street	
San	Diego,	CA		92101‐6478	

In	addition	to	printed	copies	of	 the	Draft	EIS,	electronic	versions	are	also	available.	 	Due	to	 the	size	of	 the	
document,	the	electronic	versions	have	been	prepared	as	a	series	of	PDF	files	to	facilitate	downloading	and	
printing.	 	Members	of	 the	public	can	request	a	CD	containing	the	EIS.	 	To	request	a	CD,	please	contact	 the	
Carlsbad	 Regulatory	 Office,	 attention:	 Project	 #SPL‐2010‐00354.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIS	 is	 also	 available	 in	 its	
entirety	on	the	USACE	website	at:		

http://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/ProjectsPrograms.aspx	

Interested	parties	may	provide	written	comments	on	the	Draft	EIS.		Written	comments	can	be	submitted	via	
mail	or	electronically.		Please	address	written	comments,	which	must	be	postmarked	by	February	12,	2013,	
to:	

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	
Regulatory	Division	
Attn	:		Gregory	Canyon	EIS	
Los	Angeles	District,	South	Coast	Branch	
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6010	Hidden	Valley	Road,	Suite	105	
Carlsbad,	CA	92011‐4219		

Written	comments	submitted	electronically	must	be	received	by	February	12,	2013	and	should	be	sent	to:		
gregorycanyoneis‐spl@usace.army.mil	

1.10  PREPARATION OF THIS DRAFT EIS 

This	Draft	EIS	has	been	prepared	for	and	in	coordination	with	the	USACE	by	PCR	Services	Corporation	and	
has	been	 independently	 reviewed	by	USACE	staff.	 	Peer	 review	of	 several	 technical	 reports,	 such	as	 those	
focused	on	surface	water	and	groundwater	protection,	has	been	conducted	by	firms	with	relevant	expertise.		
The	scope	of	the	document,	methods	of	analysis,	and	conclusions	represent	the	independent	judgment	of	the	
USACE.		Staff	members	from	the	USACE	and	PCR	Services	Corporation	who	helped	prepare	this	Draft	EIS	are	
identified	in	Chapter	10,	List	of	Preparers	and	Contributors.	
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2.0  PURPOSE AND NEED 

This	chapter	of	the	EIS	provides	the	Statement	of	Purpose	and	Need	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
that	 involves	construction	of	a	new	Class	 III	 landfill	 in	north	San	Diego	County	and	 that	 requires	a	permit	
from	the	USACE	for	discharge	of	fill	material	into	waters	of	the	U.S.	located	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	and	in	
Gregory	Canyon.	

2.1  STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND NEED  

In	 accordance	with	 40	 CFR	 1502.13,	 this	 section	 provides	 an	 explanation	 of	 the	 “underlying	 purpose	 and	
need	to	which	the	agency	is	responding	in	proposing	the	alternatives	including	the	proposed	action.”						

2.1.1  Need for the Project ‐ Background 

In	keeping	with	Federal	Resource	Conservation	and	Recovery	Act	(RCRA)	criteria	to	ensure	the	protection	of	
human	health	and	the	environment	through	regulation	of	municipal	solid	waste	landfills,	California	state	law	
requires	 that	 counties	within	 the	state	prepare	an	 Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan	(IWMP).	 	An	 IWMP	
must	include	a	Solid	Waste	Siting	Element	(Siting	Element)	to	assist	local	governments	and	private	industry	
in	planning	for	integrated	waste	management	and	for	the	siting	of	solid	waste	disposal	facilities.		Pursuant	to	
the	 California	 Code	 of	 Regulations	 (14	 CCR	 18755(a)),	 a	 Siting	 Element	must	 demonstrate	 that	 there	 is	 a	
county‐wide	or	region‐wide	minimum	of	15	years	of	combined	disposal	capacity	through	existing	or	planned	
solid	waste	disposal	and	transformation	facilities,	or	through	additional	strategies.	

The	County	of	San	Diego	studied	potential	landfill	sites	in	various	locations	throughout	the	County	in	the	late	
1980s	and	early	1990s.		The	County’s	Revised	1986	Regional	Solid	Waste	Management	Plan	referred	to	two	
separate	studies	being	conducted	to	locate	landfill	sites	in	the	southeastern	and	northwestern	portions	of	the	
County.		Between	1986	and	1992	there	were	three	studies	to	identify	sites	for	new	landfills	in	North	County.1		
In	addition,	 in	the	early	1990s	there	were	two	studies	to	 identify	sites	for	 landfills	 in	southwest	San	Diego	
County.2	 	 The	 Landfill	 Siting	 Study	 Northern	 San	 Diego	 County	 (Edarra,	 Inc.,	 1986),	 the	 Expanded	 North	
County	 Landfill	 Study	 (SCS	 Engineers,	 1988),	 and	 The	 North	 County	 Landfill	 Supplemental	 Siting	 Study	
(Butler/Roach	Group,	Inc,	1992)	identified	196	potential	sites	in	an	approximately	1,150	square	mile	area	of	
North	County.	 	The	Southwest	San	Diego	County	Solid	Waste	Facility	Siting	Study	(Dames	&	Moore,	1990)	
identified	143	potential	 sites	 in	 an	 approximately	1,650	 square	mile	 area	of	 Southwest	 San	Diego	County.		
These	studies	reflect	an	effort	by	the	County	over	time	to	identify	 landfill	sites	to	accommodate	forecasted	
solid	waste	disposal	demand.		Efforts	to	site	new	landfills	are	no	longer	undertaken	by	the	County	given	the	
privatization	of	the	solid	waste	system	in	1997.	

																																																													
1		 Landfill	Siting	Study	Northern	San	Diego	County	Phase	I,	Edarra,	Inc.,	1986;	Landfill	Siting	Study	Northern	San	Diego	County	Phase	

II,	Edarra,	Inc.,	1986;	Final	Report	Expanded	North	County	Landfill	Study,	SCS	Engineers,	1988;	North	County	Landfill	Supplemental	
Siting	Study,	Butler	Roach	Group,	1992.		In	addition,	in	1990	there	was	a	Preliminary	Design	Report	for	North	County	Landfill	Study	
(Metcalf	and	Eddy,	January	1990)	as	well	as	a	Draft	EIR/EIS	prepared	by	Butler	Roach	in	1990	for	the	North	County	Class	III	Landfill.	

2		 Southwest	San	Diego	County	Solid	Waste	Facility	Siting	Study,	Dames	&	Moore,	1990;	and	Site	Feasibility	Assessment	Southwest	San	
Diego	County	Landfills	Project,	Ogden	Environmental	and	Energy	Services,	1993.	
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Currently,	waste	generated	 in	San	Diego	County	 is	disposed	of	at	existing	 landfills	 in	 the	county,	 including	
Borrego,	 Otay,	 Miramar,	 Sycamore,	 San	 Onofre,	 and	 Las	 Pulgas	 Landfills.	 	 These	 facilities	 are	 shown	 in	
Figure	2‐1,	Location	of	Existing	Landfills	 in	San	Diego	County.	 	As	shown	 in	Figure	2‐1,	San	Onofre	and	Las	
Pulgas	Landfills	are	owned	and	operated	by	the	U.S.	Marine	Corps.		Therefore,	municipal	waste	generated	by	
residents	of	cities	and	the	unincorporated	areas	of	San	Diego	County	cannot	be	disposed	of	at	these	facilities.		
Thus,	there	are	no	public	facilities	in	North	San	Diego	County.3,4	

As	 shown	 in	 Table	 2‐1,	 San	 Diego	 County	 Tons	 Disposed	 in‐County	 and	 Out‐of‐County,	 using	 a	 three‐year	
average	(2007	through	2009),5	3,242,538	tons	of	waste	generated	in	San	Diego	County	were	disposed	of	at	
facilities	within	San	Diego	County.		In	addition,	using	the	three‐year	average,	approximately	133,462	tons	of	
waste	 generated	 in	 San	 Diego	 County,	 or	 4.3%	 of	 the	 generated	waste,	 was	 disposed	 of	 at	 out‐of‐county	
facilities,	 including	 Allied	 Imperial	 Landfill	 (Imperial	 County),	 Azusa	 Land	 Reclamation	 County	 Landfill,	
Puente	Hills	Landfill	(Los	Angeles	County),	and	Prima	Deshecha	Landfill	(Orange	County).			

Table 2‐1 
 

San Diego County Tons Disposed In‐County and Out‐of‐Countya 

	
	 2007  2008  2009  3‐Year Average 

Tons	Disposed		
In‐County	

3,576,043	 3,233,673	 2,917,898	 3,242,538	

Tons	Disposed		
Out‐of‐County	

123,139	 146,253	 130,993	 133,462	

Total	Tons	Disposed	
by	San	Diego	County	

3,699,182	 3,379,926	 3,048,891	 3,376,000	

   

a   The above tonnage values do not incorporate Las Pulgas and San Onofre Landfills, as these are owned and operated 
by  the U.S. Marines and do not accept public municipal waste.   The 2007, 2008, and 2009 San Diego County  tons 
disposed at these landfill facilities were 31,262 tons, 34,036 tons, and 32,251 tons, respectively. 

 
Source:  Needs Assessment, R3 Consulting Group, Inc., April 2011 

																																																													
3		 While	no	County	policy	exists	to	provide	a	regional	system	within	San	Diego	County,	as	indicated	above	the	County	has	a		history	of	

landfill	siting	studies	to	locate	facilities	in	North	County	and	Southwest	County.		See	Landfill	Siting	Study	Northern	San	Diego	County	
Phase	I,	Edarra,	Inc,	1986;	Landfill	Siting	Study	Northern	San	Diego	County	Phase	II,	Edarra,	Inc.,	1986;	Final	Report	Expanded	North	
County	Landfill	Study,	SCS	Engineers,	1988;	North	County	Landfill	Supplemental	Siting	Study,	Butler	Roach	Group,	1992;	Southwest	
San	Diego	County	Solid	Waste	Facility	Siting	Study,	Dames	&	Moore,	1990;	and	Site	Feasibility	Assessment	Southwest	San	Diego	
County	Landfills	Project,	Ogden	Environmental	and	Energy	Services,	1993.	

4		 While	there	is	no	precise	definition	of	North	County,	for	purposes	of	this	discussion	North	County	jurisdictions	include	Carlsbad,	Del	
Mar,	Encinitas,	Escondido,	Oceanside,	Poway,	San	Marcos,	Solana	Beach,	Vista,	and	 the	unincorporated	areas	within	the	northern	
portion	of	the	County	from	the	southernmost	named	jurisdiction	north	to	the	County	boundary	with	Orange	and	Riverside	Counties.	

5		 The	 data	 provided	 are	 from	 a	 Needs	 Assessment	 that	 was	 prepared	 for	 the	 U.S.	 Army	 Corps	 of	 Engineers	 in	 support	 of	 the	
Environmental	 Impact	 Statement	by	R3	Consulting	Group,	 Inc.	 	Given	 that	 complete	 calendar	 year	2010	 tonnage	data	were	not	
available	during	the	preparation	of	the	Needs	Assessment	a	three‐year	average	tonnage	value	was	calculated.		In	addition,	the	recent	
downturn	in	the	economy	has	resulted	in	a	drop	in	disposal	tonnages,	but	disposal	tonnages	are	expected	to	increase	as	construction	
and	general	business	activities	recover.		Thus,	a	three‐year	average	was	used	to	better	reflect	the	quantities	disposed	of	for	the	2010	
base	year.		
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San	 Diego	 County’s	 Siting	 Element,	 most	 recently	 updated	 in	 2005,	 includes	 a	 goal	 addressing	 the	
management	of	solid	waste	generated	within	the	County.6		Goal	2	states:		“Provide	efficient,	economically	and	
environmentally	 sound	 disposal	 capacity	 for	 residual	 wastes	 following	 the	waste	 reduction	 requirements	
under	the	IWMA	hierarchy.”	 	 (IWMA	is	 the	acronym	for	Integrated	Waste	Management	Act.)	 	Based	on	the	
analysis	provided	in	the	document,	the	2005	Siting	Element	indicated	that	if	no	additional	in‐county	capacity	
were	 added,	 the	 County	 was	 estimated	 to	 possibly	 run	 out	 of	 physical	 capacity	 in	 approximately	 2016.		
Through	a	variety	of	proposals	and	strategies,	including	but	not	limited	to	the	addition	of	a	new	landfill	and	
the	 expansion	of	 existing	 landfills,	 the	Siting	Element	determined	 that	15	years	of	 countywide	or	 regional	
solid	waste	disposal	capacity	could	be	achieved.			

In	2011,	San	Diego	County	completed	 the	required	 five‐year	update	of	 the	2005	Siting	Element	 [Five‐Year	
Countywide	 Integrated	 Waste	 Management	 Plan/Regional	 Agency	 Integrated	 Waste	 Management	 Plan	
(CIWMP/RAIWMP)	Review	Report].7		The	Review	Report	indicated	that	solid	waste	tonnage	fell	dramatically	
from	 2006	 through	 2010	 (by	 about	 one	 million	 tons),	 based	 on	 several	 factors,	 including	 the	 recession	
causing	more	 people	 and	 businesses	 to	 discard	 less	waste,	 and	 an	 increase	 in	 conservation	 and	 recycling	
activities.	 	Although	 the	decrease	 in	 solid	waste	disposal	 is	noted	as	having	had	a	 significant	effect	on	 the	
County’s	statistical	prediction	for	 landfill	space,	as	provided	in	the	2005	Siting	Element,	 the	analysis	 in	the	
Review	Report	shows	that	with	current	permitted	in‐County	landfill	capacity	(no	landfill	expansions	or	new	
landfills),	 the	County	has	capacity	until	2022,	which	is	 less	than	15	years.	 	With	the	tonnage	reduction	and	
two	planned	major	landfill	expansions	(at	Miramar	Landfill	and	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill),	the	County	has	
enough	daily	permitted	disposal	capacity	for	the	next	18	years.	

The	analysis	provided	in	the	Review	Report	shows	that	the	County	continues	to	rely	on	additional	capacity	
from	 landfill(s)	 that	 do	 not	 exist	 yet.	 	 The	 County’s	 Siting	 Element	 and	 Review	Report	 rely	 on	 additional	
capacity	that	would	be	provided	by	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill.		The	Review	Report	indicates	that	
Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 is	 assumed	 to	 open	 in	 2015,	 though	 the	 actual	 year	 of	 opening	 of	 the	 proposed	
Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	 is	 unclear.	 	 Accordingly,	 both	 the	2005	Siting	Element	 and	 the	 San	Diego	County	
Review	Report	indicate	that	in	addition	to	continued	improvements	in	recycling,	additional	landfill	capacity	
is	 needed	 for	 San	Diego	County	 to	demonstrate	 adequate	disposal	 capacity	pursuant	 to	California	Code	of	
Regulations	(14	CCR	§18755(a)).	

In	support	of	this	EIS,	a	Needs	Assessment	of	the	Proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	in	Northern	San	Diego	
County	(Needs	Assessment)	was	prepared	for	the	USACE	by	R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.8		(A	copy	of	the	Needs	
Assessment	 is	provided	 in	Appendix	B	of	 this	EIS.)	 	The	goal	of	 the	Needs	Assessment	was	 to	provide	 the	
USACE	with	an	 independent	 review	 to	 address	 if	 a	new	 landfill	 is	warranted	 in	 the	general	vicinity	of	 the	
proposed	landfill.		

The	 Needs	 Assessment	 indicates	 that	 San	 Diego	 County’s	 2010	 population	 of	 3,224,432	 is	 expected	 to	
increase	by	478,068	people	between	2010	and	2025.		The	Needs	Assessment	further	indicates	that	assuming	

																																																													
6		 The	Siting	Element	includes	four	goals,	which	address:	Waste	Diversion,	Management	of	Solid	Waste	Generated	Within	the	County,	

Facility	Management,	and	Countywide	Siting	Element	Administration.	
7		 San	 Diego	 County	 Five‐Year	 Review	 Report	 of	 the	 County	 Integrated	Waste	 Management	 Plan	 for	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego,	

March	23,	2011.			
8		 Needs	Assessment	of	the	Proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	in	Northern	San	Diego	County,	R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.,	April	2011.	
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current	 rates	of	diversion,	waste	disposal	originating	 from	within	 the	County	 is	expected	 to	 increase	 from	
3,081,142	tons	 in	2009	to	3,920,167	(approximately	27%	percent)	by	2025.	 	Based	on	these	statistics	and	
detailed	analysis,	the	Needs	Assessment	indicates	that	under	current	conditions,	and	assuming	current	rates	
of	diversion	and	no	new	landfills	or	 landfill	expansions,	San	Diego	County	is	estimated	to	be	out	of	 landfill	
disposal	capacity	in	2024	(i.e.,	less	than	15	years).		When	looking	at	a	much	more	aggressive	assumption	for	
source	reduction,	recycling	and	composting	that	assumes	a	50	percent	reduction	in	tons	disposed	by	2030,	
disposal	capacity	in	San	Diego	would	be	extended	by	another	3	years,	to	2027.	9, 10	

While	the	Needs	Assessment	acknowledges	that	more	waste	could	be	exported	out‐of‐county,	a	number	of	
contractual	and	economic	practicalities	(i.e.,	 costs	associated	with	waste	 flow,	such	as	transportation	costs	
and	 tipping	 fees)	 are	 identified	 that	 are	 expected	 to	 reduce	 the	 likelihood	 of	 resolving	 disposal	 capacity	
limitations	through	such	means.		A	primary	limitation	includes	in	place	or	pending	agreements	that	restrict	
in	some	fashion	acceptance	of	out‐of‐county	waste	by	Orange,	San	Bernardino,	and	Riverside	counties.		More	
specifically,	Orange	County	does	not	anticipate	extending	agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	
2016;	San	Bernardino	County	 is	 limited	to	accepting	between	20,000	and	100,000	tons	per	year	of	out‐of‐
county	waste,11	and	Riverside	County	would	need	an	out‐of‐County	waste	agreement	to	allow	acceptance	of	
waste	 from	San	Diego	County.	 	Regarding	Los	Angeles	County,	which	does	not	have	restrictions,	 their	own	
limited	capacity	and	the	costs	associated	with	transportation	and	tipping	fees	to	transport	waste	generated	
in	San	Diego	County	to	Mesquite	Regional	Landfill	(MRL),	are	cited	as	major	constraints	to	export	of	waste	to	
Los	Angeles	County	facilities.		In	addition,	there	is	no	existing	or	planned	intermodal	rail	facility	to	transport	
waste	from	San	Diego	County	to	MRL	in	Imperial	County.			

2.1.2  Need Statement 

The	findings	of	the	Needs	Assessment	indicate	that	based	on	San	Diego	County’s	current	remaining	disposal	
capacity	and	the	agreements	affecting	other	counties’	ability	to	accept	out‐of‐county	waste,	additional	landfill	
capacity	 is	 needed	 for	 San	Diego	 County	 to	meet	 its	 disposal	 capacity	 needs.12	 	 This	 finding	 in	 the	Needs	
Assessment	regarding	San	Diego	County’s	need	for	additional	landfill	capacity	is	consistent	with	the	findings	
in	 the	2005	Siting	Element	 and	 the	more	 recent	 San	Diego	County	Review	Report	with	 respect	 to	 current	
permitted	capacity.			

																																																													
9		 CalRecyle	in	an	article	entitled	“Beyond	2000:	California’s	Continuing	Need	for	Landfills”	indicates	that	it	takes	7	to	10	years	to	plan,	

design,	and	permit	a	new	landfill.	 	However,	as	indicated	in	the	Needs	Assessment,	Los	Angeles	County	has	indicated	that	based	on	
recent	history,	it	is	anticipated	that	any	new	landfills	sited	in	California	could	take	15	years	or	more	to	develop	from	conception	to	
operation	due	to	environmental	review,	community	input,	time	needed	to	obtain	permits,	legal	challenges,	and	potential	community	
vote.	 	For	example,	recent	 landfill	projects	 in	southern	California,	such	as	Mesquite	Regional	Landfill	and	Eagle	Mountain	Landfill,	
have	been	in	process	for	more	than	15	years,	indicating	the	complexity	and	controversial	nature	of	landfill	development.	

10		 A	 50	 percent	 reduction	 in	 solid	waste	 disposal	would	 require	 the	 expansion	 of	 current	 diversion	 programs,	 siting	 of	 large‐scale	
organic	 waste	 composting	 facilities,	 as	 well	 as	 a	 significant	 investment	 in	 new	 alternative	 diversion	 technologies.	 	 Such	 new	
technologies	could	include	large	scale	commercial	facilities	such	as	bioaerators,	gasification,	and	anaerobic	digesters.		

11		 A	revision	to	the	solid	waste	facility	permit(s)	would	be	needed	in	order	to	increase	daily	capacity.	 	Increased	daily	capacity	would	
shorten	total	site	life	and	may	result	in	the	need	to	increase	site	capacity.	

12		 Based	 on	 the	 Needs	 Assessment,	 while	waste	 can	 be	 exported	 from	 San	 Diego	 County	 to	 landfills	 in	 other	 counties,	 given	 the	
limitations,	such	as	transportation	costs,	agreements,	and	lack	of	infrastructure,	it	is	most	likely	that	San	Diego	County’s	waste	would	
be	exported	to	Riverside	County.	
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2.1.3  Purpose of the Applicant’s Proposed Alternative and Basic and Overall Project 

Purpose 

The	purpose	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	to	meet	a	portion	(approximately	30	million	tons)	of	
San	 Diego	 County’s	 long‐term	 waste	 disposal	 needs	 by	 providing	 non‐hazardous	 solid	 waste	 disposal	
capacity	to	service	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County.13			

In	 addition	 to	 defining	 the	purpose	of	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	pursuant	 to	NEPA,	 the	USACE	
must	evaluate	 the	proposed	discharge	of	dredged	or	 fill	material	 into	waters	of	 the	U.S.	 for	 its	compliance	
with	 the	 Clean	 Water	 Act	 (CWA)	 section	 404(b)(1)	 Guidelines	 (40	 CFR	 230).	 	 A	 critical,	 initial	 part	 of	
evaluating	this	compliance	is	identifying	the	basic	purpose	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	as	well	as	
the	overall	project	purpose.		The	basic	purpose	is	defined	first	to	determine	whether	the	proposed	discharge	
is	water‐dependent.	 	The	basic	purpose	 in	 this	case	 is	solid	waste	disposal,	which	 is	not	water‐dependent,	
meaning	it	does	not	require	siting	in	or	in	proximity	to	waters	of	the	U.S.		The	overall	project	purpose	serves	
as	the	basis	for	the	USACE	section	404(b)(1)	alternatives	analysis	and	is	determined	by	further	defining	the	
basic	purpose	 in	a	manner	 that	more	specifically	describes	 the	applicant’s	goals	 for	 the	project	and	which	
allows	 a	 reasonable	 range	 of	 alternatives	 to	 be	 analyzed.14	 	 For	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	
above‐stated	NEPA	purpose	is	the	same	as	the	overall	project	purpose.			

	

																																																													
13		 While	there	is	no	precise	definition	of	North	County,	for	purposes	of	this	Statement	of	Purpose	and	Need	and	this	EIS,	North	County	

jurisdictions	 include	 Carlsbad,	 Del	 Mar,	 Encinitas,	 Escondido,	 Oceanside,	 Poway,	 San	 Marcos,	 Solana	 Beach,	 Vista,	 and	 the	
unincorporated	 areas	within	 the	 northern	 portion	 of	 the	County.	 	 It	 is	 acknowledged	 that	Oceanside	 has	 adopted	 an	 ordinance	
stating	that	waste	will	not	be	taken	to	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill.	

14	When	a	project	is	not	water	dependent,	practicable	alternatives	that	do	not	involve	special	aquatic	sites	are	presumed	to	be	available,	
unless	clearly	demonstrated	otherwise	(40	CFR	230	(Section	404(b)(1)	guidelines,	Subpart	B,	Section	230.10(a)(3).	
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3.0  DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES  

This	 chapter	 provides	 a	 description	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 as	 well	 as	 other	 alternatives	
considered	and	evaluated	 in	 this	EIS.	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 involves	 the	 construction	of	a	
new	Class	III	landfill	in	north	San	Diego	County	(County)	that	requires	a	permit	from	the	U.S.	Army	Corps	of	
Engineers	(USACE)	for	discharges	of	fill	material	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	for	construction	of	a	bridge	and	in	
Gregory	Canyon	for	construction	of	a	Class	III	non‐hazardous	landfill	and	ancillary	facilities.		NEPA	(40	CFR	
1502.14(a)	requires	that	an	EIS	describe	a	range	of	reasonable	alternatives	to	a	proposed	action,	or	to	the	
location	of	a	proposed	action,	that	could	feasibly	meet	the	statement	of	purpose	of	the	proposed	action	but	
would	avoid	or	substantially	lessen	any	significant	environmental	effects.		The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	
which	 maintains	 existing	 conditions	 and	 practices	 on	 a	 site	 in	 the	 absence	 of	 a	 federal	 action,	 must	 be	
included	among	 the	alternatives	analyzed.	 	 In	addition	 to	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	 the	No	
Federal	Action	Alternative,	 the	USACE	conducted	a	 screening	analysis	 to	 identify	other	potentially	 feasible	
landfill	alternatives	for	evaluation	in	this	EIS.		This	chapter	provides	a	description	of	that	screening	process	
as	well	as	descriptions	of	five	off‐site	Class	III	landfill	alternatives	selected	for	evaluation	in	this	EIS.			

3.1  APPLICANT’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 

This	 subsection	 provides	 a	 description	 of	 the	 proposed	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 (Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative),	including:	the	various	components	of	the	landfill;	the	operational	characteristics	of	the	landfill;	
environmental	control	features;	the	projected	service	life	of	the	landfill	and	its	capacity;	the	construction	and	
phasing	of	the	landfill;	site	closure;	and	the	ultimate	end‐use	of	the	site.	 	The	description	of	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	is	based	on	the	Joint	Technical	Document	(JTD),	which	provides	a	complete	description	
of	 the	proposed	 landfill,	 and	 the	measures	 contained	 in	 the	Mitigation	Monitoring	and	Reporting	Program	
(MMRP)	for	the	project.1,	2			

3.1.1  Site Location and Description 

The	 proposed	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 site	 is	 located	 in	 northern	 San	 Diego	 County	 approximately	 three	
miles	east	of	Interstate	15	(I‐15)	and	two	miles	southwest	of	the	community	of	Pala	(Figure	3‐1,	Regional	and	
Site	Location	for	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill).	 	The	approximately	1,770‐acre	site	is	owned	by	Gregory	Canyon,	
Ltd.,	the	applicant.	

The	site	comprises	portions	of	Sections	4	and	5	of	Township	10	South	and	Sections	32	and	33	of	Township	9	
South,	Range	2	West	of	USGS	7.5’	Pala	Quadrangle	(Figure	3‐2,	USGS	Map	of	the	Gregory	Canyon	Site).	 	The	
approximately	1,770	acre	 site	 is	made	up	of	38	parcels.	 	The	majority	of	 the	site	 lies	 to	 the	south	of	State	
Route	(SR)	76	but	part	of	the	western	portion	of	the	site	lies	to	the	north	of	SR	76.		SR	76	and	the	San	Luis	

																																																													
1		 The	MMRP	contains	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	significant	impacts	identified	through	the	various	analyses	contained	in	the	EIR.		

As	indicated	in	Chapter	1	of	this	EIS,	since	the	MMRP	has	been	adopted	by	the	LEA	and	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measures	
included	 in	 the	MMRP	are	 required	 to	be	 implemented	as	part	of	 the	proposed	action,	 the	USACE	has	determined	 that	all	of	 the	
mitigation	measures	associated	with	the	EIR	should	be	considered	as	part	of	the	project	for	purposes	of	the	EIS.			

2	 The	MMRP	 is	 contained	 in	Appendix	A	of	 this	EIS	and	 the	 JTD,	which	 is	 incorporated	by	 reference,	 is	available	 for	public	 review	
during	normal	business	hours	at	the	USACE	Carlsbad	office	located	at	6010	Hidden	Valley	Road,	Suite	105	in	Carlsbad,	California.	
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Rey	River	run	east‐west	through	the	site.		The	western	slope	and	top	of	Gregory	Mountain	is	located	on	the	
eastern	portion	of	the	site.		Gregory	Canyon	is	located	approximately	in	the	center	of	the	site.			

As	shown	in	Figure	3‐2,	 there	are	 three	 large,	regional	easements	and	one	additional	utility	easement	that	
cross	 the	 property:	 	 SR	 76,	 a	 San	 Diego	 Gas	 &	 Electric	 (SDG&E)	 transmission	 corridor,	 and	 San	 Diego	
Pipelines	 Nos.	 1	 and	 2	 (First	 San	Diego	 Aqueduct).	 	 SR	 76,	which	 is	 a	 two‐lane	 highway,	 is	 located	 in	 an	
easement	that	occupies	about	16.5	acres.		In	addition,	a	gas	line	is	located	underground	in	an	easement	that	
parallels	SR	76	on	the	south	side	of	the	roadway.	

The	Escondido	and	Talega	electrical	transmission	network	(Tie	Line	23030),	which	contains	a	230‐kilovolt	
(kV)	and	the	Pala‐Lilac	69‐kV	electrical	transmission	lines,	are	located	on	common	structures	within	a	300‐
foot	 wide	 easement,	 which	 crosses	 the	 site	 in	 a	 north‐south	 direction	 along	 the	 lower	 slopes	 of	 Gregory	
Mountain.		The	transmission	lines	are	owned	and	maintained	by	SDG&E	along	unimproved	dirt	roads	within	
the	easement.		SDG&E	owns	two	parcels	totaling	approximately	13.4	acres	within	the	transmission	corridor	
on	the	site.		The	applicant	is	negotiating	with	SDG&E	to	purchase	these	parcels,	which	would	increase	the	site	
area	to	a	total	of	approximately	1,783.4	acres.	

The	San	Diego	Pipelines	Nos.	1	and	2	(First	San	Diego	Aqueduct)	are	located	in	an	easement	with	an	average	
width	of	150	feet	running	north‐south	through	approximately	the	middle	of	the	site.		The	aqueduct	easement	
contains	two,	48‐inch	pipelines	located	approximately	10	to	15	feet	below	ground	surface.	

Currently,	 a	 temporary	 storage	 yard	 is	 located	 south	 of	 SR	 76	 on	 the	 eastern	 portion	 of	 the	 site.	 	 The	
remainder	 of	 the	 site	 is	 unoccupied.	 	 Historically,	 two	 dairies	 occupied	 the	 site	 and	 25	 residences	 were	
located	on	the	property.	 	The	residences	and	structures	associated	with	the	dairies	have	been	vacated	and	
the	residences	have	been	boarded	up.		The	majority	of	the	dairy	operations	were	situated	adjacent	to	the	San	
Luis	Rey	River	where	 fenced	corrals	and	 feeding	 facilities	were	 located.	 	South	of	 the	river	 there	are	open	
fields	where	 cows	previously	 grazed.	 	 In	 addition,	 a	 vacant	 residence	 is	 also	 located	 south	of	 the	 river.	 	A	
wooden	bridge	formerly	connecting	the	two	sides	of	the	dairy	operations	was	washed	out	in	1995	by	storm	
flows.	 	 An	 unpaved,	 low‐flow	 water	 crossing	 was	 located	 adjacent	 to	 the	 damaged	 bridge	 structure,	 and	
connected	the	two	sides	of	the	dairy.		However,	the	low‐flow	crossing	was	also	damaged	and	is	not	currently	
in	 use.	 	 Subject	 to	 the	 Regional	 Water	 Quality	 Control	 Board	 (RWQCB)	 approval,	 the	 applicant	 would	
abandon	this	low‐flow	crossing.	

Elevations	on	the	site	within	the	canyon	range	from	approximately	930	feet	above	mean	sea	level,	(amsl)	at	
the	head	of	the	canyon	at	the	south,	to	300	feet	amsl	at	the	mouth	of	the	canyon	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	
drainage	(Figure	3‐2).		Much	of	the	canyon	is	steep,	rugged	terrain	containing	numerous	boulder	outcrops	on	
the	eastern	side	with	only	a	few	isolated	boulders	on	the	west	canyon	wall.		The	canyon	flattens	somewhat	at	
the	mouth	where	it	meets	the	alluvial	deposits	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	drainage.		A	prominent	knoll	extends	
into	the	drainage	channel	on	the	west	side	of	the	canyon	mouth.	

The	site	is	located	primarily	in	the	Pala/Pauma	community	of	the	County.		The	western	portion	of	the	site	is	
located	within	the	Fallbrook	Community	Plan	area.		The	site	is	designated	[22]	Public/Semi‐Public	Lands	in	
the	County’s	General	Plan	with	a	Solid	Waste	Facility	Designator	and	is	zoned	Solid	Waste	Facility	(SWF).		In	
addition,	 the	site	 is	designated	as	a	reserved	or	proposed	 landfill	site	 in	 the	San	Diego	County	2005	Siting	
Element.		The	site	was	the	subject	of	a	1994	initiative,	Proposition	C	(Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	and	Recycling	
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Collection	Center	Ordinance),	which	 changed	 the	 zoning	 allowing	 for	 a	 landfill	 and	 required	dedication	of	
open	 space.	 	 Chapter	 1,	 Introduction,	 of	 this	 EIS	 provides	 a	 history	 of	 the	 project,	 including	 previous	
environmental	 documentation	prepared	pursuant	 to	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	and	
associated	litigation.			

3.1.2  Surrounding Area 

The	site	 is	 located	along	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	valley,	which	contains	a	mix	of	uses,	 including	agricultural	
uses,	residences,	and	industrial	uses.	 	As	can	be	seen	in	Figure	3‐3,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Aerial	
Showing	the	Gregory	Canyon	Site,	agricultural	uses	are	located	on	the	valley	floor.		More	specifically,	Pala	Rey	
Ranch	lies	adjacent	to	the	western	boundary	of	the	site,	south	of	SR	76	to	the	east	and	west	of	Couser	Canyon	
Road.		A	composting	and	processing	facility	is	also	located	on	the	property	to	the	west	of	the	site.		Lower	Rice	
Canyon	is	located	to	the	northwest	of	the	site.		Couser	Canyon	is	located	to	the	south	of	the	site.			

There	 are	 a	 few	 rural	 residential	 dwellings	 on	 the	 otherwise	 undisturbed	 steep	 slopes	 of	 mountainous	
terrain	across	the	valley	floor	beyond	the	property	to	the	northeast.		The	San	Luis	Rey	River	valley,	and	east	
towards	Pala,	 is	primarily	used	 for	horse‐breeding	 farms	and	pasture.	 	The	village	of	Pala	 is	a	small,	 rural	
community	 located	north	of	 SR	76.	 	Major	portions	of	 the	 valley	west	of	 the	 site	 are	planted	with	groves.		
Lancaster	Mountain	rises	1,485	feet	above	the	southern	edge	of	the	valley	floor	just	east	of	I‐15.	

The	Pala	Reservation,	which	 includes	the	eastern	 flank	of	Gregory	Mountain,	 is	 located	 immediately	 to	 the	
east	of	the	site.		The	Pala	Rey	Youth	Camp	and	Retreat	is	located	on	the	eastern	side	of	Gregory	Mountain.		A	
casino	is	located	on	the	Pala	Indian	Reservation,	approximately	2.5	miles	east	of	the	site.		In	addition,	House	
of	Motorcycles	Pala	Raceway	is	located	east	of	the	casino,	approximately	two	miles	east	of	the	site.		

A	power	plant	is	located	on	the	north	side	of	SR	76,	to	the	east	of	the	site.		Rancho	Roma	Del	Rio,	a	residential	
development	with	a	few	rural	estate‐density	homes,	is	located	to	the	northeast	of	the	site.		The	Pala	Townsite	
is	located	about	two	miles	east	of	the	site	at	the	intersection	of	Temecula	Road	(S	16)	and	SR	76.		The	H.G.	
Fenton	Materials,	 Inc.,	a	sand	and	gravel	extraction	operation,	 is	 located	just	north	of	the	site	on	the	south	
side	of	SR	76	and	was	operated	until	2005.		Palomar	Aggregates,	a	mining	operation	at	Rosemary’s	Mountain,	
is	located	on	the	north	side	of	SR	76,	approximately	1.75	miles	to	the	west	of	the	site.			

3.1.3  Components of the Applicant’s Proposed Alternative 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	the	construction,	operation,	and	closure	of	a	new	Class	
III	 municipal	 solid	 waste	 landfill.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 includes	 various	 components,	
including:	 a	 lined	 landfill;	 an	 access	 road	 and	 bridge	 from	 SR	76	 to	 the	 landfill;	 a	 scale	 area;	 a	 recyclable	
goods	collection	center;	a	facilities	and	operation	area;	two	borrow/stockpile	areas;	a	leachate	collection	and	
removal	system,	including	storage	tanks;	surface	water	control	facilities,	including	desilting	basins;	a	water	
treatment	 plant;	 a	 visitors’	 center;	 an	 administration	 building;	 a	 maintenance	 office;	 a	 shop	 and	 yard;	 a	
fueling	 station/storage	 area;	 water	 and	 recycled	 water	 storage	 tanks;	 water	 supply	 wells;	 groundwater	
monitoring	 wells;	 a	 landfill	 gas	 collection	 and	 recovery	 system;	 and	 a	 groundwater	 subdrain	 collection	
system.	 	Figure	3‐4,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 ‐	Site	Plan,	 shows	 the	proposed	 layout	of	 the	Gregory	
Canyon	Landfill,	including	the	widening	of	SR	76,	access	road	and	bridge,	ancillary	facilities	area,	refuse	area	
footprint,	 property	 boundaries,	 borrow/stockpile	 areas,	 and	 relocation	 of	 the	 SDG&E	 power	 lines	 and	
easement.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 includes	 implementation	 of	 a	 Habitat	
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Restoration	 and	 Resource	 Management	 Plan	 (HRRMP).	 	 These	 components	 are	 discussed	 below	 and	 are	
shown	on	various	figures	contained	in	this	section	and	referenced	throughout	the	EIS.			

Approximately	308	acres	of	the	1,770‐acre	site,	or	17	percent,	of	the	site	would	be	used	for	landfill	activities.		
Table	3‐1,	Size	Of	Landfill	Components,	provides	a	summary	of	the	components	by	land	area.	

Table 3‐1 
 

Size Of Landfill Components 
	

Element  Size (acres) 

Landfill	Footprint	 196.3	a	
Ancillary	Facilities	Area	 11.9	
Access	Road	and	Bridge	 4.1	
Borrow/Stockpile	Area—A	 22.4	
Borrow/Stockpile	Area—B	 64.5	b	
Borrow/Stockpile	Area	Haul	Road	 3.1	
Desilting	Basin—East	 1.8	
Desilting	Basin—West	 3.7	
TOTAL	 307.8	
   

a    Includes 13.1 acres for the three SDG&E transmission pads 
b    Includes approximately 10 acres to the east of the SDCWA easement 
 
Source:  Bryan A. Stirrat & Assoc., 2011 

	

3.1.3.1  Landfill Footprint and Liner 

Construction	 of	 the	 refuse	 area	 containment	 system	would	 require	 the	 excavation	 and	 removal	 of	 native	
earth	material	to	generate	a	northerly	sloping	bottom	area	with	interior	side	slopes	on	the	west,	south	and	
east.	 	The	proposed	 limits	of	excavation	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	are	shown	on	the	master	
excavation	plan	(Figure	3‐5,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Master	Excavation	of	Landfill	Footprint).		The	
waste	containment	system	would	be	constructed	in	four	phases,	with	each	one	divided	into	several	smaller	
stages,	as	needed	to	provide	continuous	refuse	disposal	capacity	through	the	landfill’s	projected	service	life.			

The	waste	containment	system	for	the	landfill	would	maintain	the	required	five‐foot	separation	between	the	
highest	 anticipated	 groundwater	 level	 and	 the	 refuse	 as	 specified	 in	 California	 Code	 of	 Regulations	 (CCR)	
Title	27.	 	In	addition,	the	bedrock	would	be	excavated	no	more	than	five	feet	above	the	highest	anticipated	
groundwater	 elevation.	 	 In	 the	 event	 that	 groundwater	 was	 encountered	 during	 construction	 operations,	
dewatering	 procedures	 would	 be	 implemented	 to	 facilitate	 completion	 of	 the	 excavation	 and	 subdrain	
installation.	

Excavation	 activities	 within	 the	 refuse	 footprint	 would	 involve	 the	 removal	 of	 approximately	 7.9	 million	
cubic	yards	(mcy)	of	material	during	the	life	of	the	landfill.		The	excavation	of	the	landfill	refuse	area	would	
require	 the	 removal	 of	 topsoil,	 alluvium/colluvium,	 weathered	 bedrock	 and	 hard	 rock.	 	 The	 material	
removed	 to	 create	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 would	 be	 suitable	 for	 cover	 material	 with	 limited	 processing,	
primarily	 crushing	 of	 some	 hard	 rock.	 	 The	 rock	 material	 would	 be	 processed	 within	 the	 southwestern	
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portion	of	the	landfill	footprint	area	using	a	crusher	and	screens.	 	Crushed	rock	would	be	stored	for	future	
use	or	processed	for	use	as	cover	or	as	a	base	for	internal	haul	roads.		

The	bottom,	flatter	area	of	the	landfill	footprint	would	be	graded	to	drain	northerly	at	a	minimum	gradient	of	
five	percent.		The	overall	interior	slope	gradient	would	be	2	feet	to	1	foot,	or	2:1	(horizontal	to	vertical).		The	
elevations	 of	 the	 finished	 bottom	 subgrade	 or	 floor	 area	 for	 the	 refuse	 footprint	 range	 between	
approximately	380	feet	amsl	at	the	northwestern	corner	to	about	750	amsl	at	the	southern	portion.		From	the	
existing	 contours	 to	 the	 finished	 bottom	 contours,	 the	 depth	 of	 excavation	 ranges	 from	 near	 zero	 to	 a	
maximum	of	about	50	feet	deep	at	the	southern	end	of	the	canyon.	

The	 landfill	 footprint	would	 be	 developed	 in	 phases.	 	 However,	 the	 scenario	with	 the	 greatest	 excavation	
would	be	the	initial	construction.	 	Mass	excavation	of	soil	and	rock	would	be	limited	to	10,000	cubic	yards	
(cy)	per	day.		The	maximum	excavation	of	soil	and	rock	combined	would	be	3,070,000	cy	in	any	year.			

Liner System 

Once	 the	excavation	 is	 complete	and	prior	 to	acceptance	of	waste,	 a	 liner	 system	would	be	 installed.	 	The	
liner	 system	 includes	 an	 engineered	 base	 layer,	 a	 subdrain	 system,	 double	 composite	 liner	 system,	 and	
leachate	and	collection	removal	system	(LCRS).	 	A	 liner	system	would	be	placed	over	 the	entire	excavated	
subgrade	 (i.e.,	 bottom	 and	 side	 slopes).	 	 Figure	 3‐6,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 ‐	 Proposed	 Double	
Composite	Liner	System,	shows	a	cross	section	of	the	liner	that	would	be	installed	below	the	refuse.		The	liner	
system	would	include	the	following:	

Engineered	fill	to	shape	the	canyon	bottom	and	provide	a	smooth	surface	for	placement	of	liner	components.	

A	subdrain	system	would	be	placed	beneath	the	double	composite	liner	and	would	consist	of	a	12‐inch	thick	
gravel	blanket	and	gravel	 filled	trenches	with	slotted	collector	pipes	in	the	floor	areas.	 	The	floor	subdrain	
system	would	be	a	redundant	system	 in	which	 the	permeable	gravel	pack	and	the	pipe	could	both	convey	
over	a	million	gallons	of	water	per	day.		A	12‐ounce	(oz)	geotextile	layer	would	be	located	above	the	gravel	
layer	(between	the	subdrain	and	the	low‐permeability	soil	layer	of	the	liner	system)	and	would	prevent	the	
floor	subdrain	from	clogging.			

If	 groundwater	 seeps	were	 to	 occur	 on	 the	 cut	 slopes,	 a	 subdrain	 system	would	 be	 installed	 beneath	 the	
composite	 liner	 over	 the	 slope	 areas.	 	 The	 subdrain	 system	 on	 the	 slopes	 would	 be	 a	 chimney	 drain,	
consisting	of	either	a	geonet	or	trench‐type	collector.		A	geonet	strip	collector,	which	would	be	used	for	lower	
volume	 flow	 seeps,	would	 be	 placed	 from	 the	 seep	 to	 the	 next	 lower	 bench	 into	 a	 section	 of	 slotted	 pipe	
surrounded	with	gravel	and	wrapped	in	geotextile.	 	The	slotted	pipe	would	transition	to	solid	pipe	gravity	
flowing	to	the	floor	area	subdrain	system.		Higher	flow	seeps	may	warrant	a	trench	collector	type	chimney	
drain.		A	trench,	which	would	be	cut	into	the	side	slope	from	the	next	lower	bench	up	to	the	seep,	would	be	
filled	with	gravel	 and	wrapped	with	geotextile.	 	A	perforated	pipe	could	also	be	added	 for	additional	 flow	
capacity.		The	trench	size	would	be	dictated	by	flow	rates.		The	trench	collector	would	connect	at	the	bench	
and	eventually	to	the	floor	subdrain	system	similar	to	the	geonet	collector.	

The	 subdrain	 system	would	 collect	 and	 control	 any	 groundwater,	 if	 it	 intersects	 the	 subgrade	 excavation	
along	 the	 bottom	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	Water	 from	 the	 subdrain	would	 be	 piped	 by	 gravity	 flow	 to	 a	
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holding	 tank	 located	 in	 the	 southwestern	 portion	 of	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area.	 	 The	 subdrain	 system	
discharge	 in	 the	 holding	 tank	 would	 be	 monitored	 for	 contamination	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 WDR	
parameters.	 	Any	contaminated	water	would	be	treated	on‐site	or	would	be	transported	to	an	appropriate	
off‐site	disposal	facility.	

The	Double	Composite	Liner	would	be	placed	above	the	subdrain	layer.		As	shown	in	Figure	3‐6,	the	bottom	
area	liner	section	above	the	subdrain	layer	would	include	(from	bottom	to	top):		

 12‐inch	thick	subdrain	gravel	layer;	

 12‐	oz	non‐woven	geotextile	layer;		

 24‐inch	thick	layer	of	low‐hydraulic‐conductivity	material	(<1x10‐7	
cm/sec)	soil	layer;	

 60‐mil	HDPE	geomembrane,	textured	on	both	sides;		

 16‐oz	non‐woven	geotextile;		

 9‐inch	minimum	thickness	gravel	or	equivalent	drainage/leak	
detection	layer	with	a	collection	pipe;		

 16‐oz	non‐woven	geotextile;	

 60‐mil	HDPE	geomembrane,	textured	on	both	sides;		

 non‐woven	geotextile‐supported	geocomposite	clay	liner	(GCL);		

 80‐mil	HDPE	geomembrane,	textured	on	both	sides;		

 16‐oz	non‐woven	geotextile;		

 12‐inch	thick	LCRS	gravel	layer;		

 12‐oz	non‐woven	geotextile;	and	

 24‐inch	thick	protective	soil	cover.	

As	shown	in	Figure	3‐6,	the	slope	liner	system	design	(e.g.,	sections	with	gradients	greater	than	5:1),	would	
include	from	bottom	to	top:		

 24‐inch	thick	layer	of	low‐hydraulic‐conductivity	material	(<1x10‐7	
cm/sec);		

 60‐mil	HDPE	geomembrane,	textured	on	both	sides;		

 non‐woven	geotextile‐supported	geocomposite	clay	liner	(GCL);		

 80‐mil	HDPE	geomembrane,	single‐sided	textured	(textured	side	
down);	

 16‐oz	non‐woven	geotextile;	and		

 24‐inch	minimum	thickness	protective	soil	cover.		

The	material	 for	the	liner	would	either	be	imported	to	the	site,	most	 likely	from	the	Lake	Elsinore	area,	or	
would	be	prepared	by	using	on‐site	material	blended	with	 imported	bentonite	 to	achieve	the	desired	 low‐
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Source: BAS, 2010; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
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permeability	performance	criteria.		Approximately	530,000	cy	of	low‐permeability	material	would	be	needed	
for	the	slope	liner	and	125,000	cy	for	the	floor	liner.	

Liner	construction	would	be	monitored	under	extensive	Construction	Quality	Assurance	(CQA)3	 guidelines	
and	Best	Management	Practices	(BMPs)	would	be	implemented.		As	part	of	final	quality	control	for	the	upper	
geomembrane	 installation,	 the	 applicant	would	 implement	 an	 electronic	 leak	 location	 survey.	 	 The	 survey	
would	identify	defects	in	the	geomembrane	after	the	LCRS	gravel	and/or	the	protective	soil	cover	layer	has	
been	 placed.	 	 Any	 identified	 electrical	 anomaly	would	 be	 investigated	 and	 the	 liner	would	 be	 repaired	 as	
needed.	

The	liner	of	the	landfill	would	be	installed	in	phases	with	each	layer	of	the	liner	for	a	new	phase	joined	to	the	
corresponding	layer	of	the	liner	of	the	previous	phase.		The	landfill	liner	of	Phase	I	would	be	installed	with	an	
LCRS	extension	of	10	to	20	feet	beyond	the	limit	of	the	refuse	to	be	placed	in	the	liner	phase.		When	the	liner	
for	the	next	phase	is	installed,	a	portion	of	the	10	to	20	foot	extension	would	be	excavated	and	removed	as	
necessary	to	allow	for	the	connection	of	each	of	the	liner	components.			

More	specifically,	 the	portion	of	the	previous	phase’s	 liner	would	be	removed	from	the	operations	layer	to	
the	top	surface	of	the	subdrain.		The	next	phase	would	be	excavated	and	the	subgrades	prepared	for	the	liner	
installation.	 	The	subdrain,	geotextile,	and	soil	 layers	would	be	placed	over	the	subdrain	gravel	as	with	the	
existing	liner	but	would	overlap	the	existing	layers	in	the	previous	phase.		The	new	60‐mil	HDPE	liner	would	
be	placed	over	the	low	permeability	material	layer	and	would	be	welded	to	join	the	new	geomembrane	to	the	
existing	geomembrane.		The	new	phase’s	16‐oz	cushion	geotextile	layer	and	gravel	would	be	placed	over	the	
geomembrane	and	would	overlap	the	layers	from	the	previous	phase.		The	new	phase’s	LCRS	piping	within	
the	gravel	would	be	connected	to	 the	previous	 liner’s	LCRS	piping.	 	The	 layers	above	the	piping,	 the	16‐oz	
geotextile,	60‐mil	HDPE	geomembrane,	geotextile‐supported	geocomposite	clay	liner,	non‐woven	geotextile,	
the	80‐mil	HDPE	liner,	and	the	16‐oz	cushion	geotextile	layer,	would	all	be	installed	and	would	overlap	with	
the	 associated	 layers	 of	 the	 previous	 phase.	 	 The	 new	 phase’s	 upper	 LCRS	 would	 be	 placed	 above	 the	
geotextile	and	the	LCRS	piping	would	be	connected	to	the	previous	liner’s	LCRS	piping.		The	12‐oz	geotextile	
layer	would	be	placed	above	the	piping	and	would	overlap	the	previous	layer.		Finally,	the	protective	cover	
soil	layer	would	be	placed	above	the	geotextile	layer	in	a	thickness	of	24	inches.	While	the	slope	liner	section	
differs	from	the	bottom	liner,	the	slope	liner	components	of	a	new	liner	construction	would	be	joined	to	an	
existing	liner	phase	in	similar	fashion	to	the	base	liner	procedures.	

A	Leachate	Collection	and	Removal	System	(LCRS)	would	be	installed	in	the	upper	layer	of	the	bottom	liner	
in	a	gravel	or	equivalent	drainage	layer	(see	Figure	3‐6).	 	The	LCRS	would	collect	and	convey	any	leachate4	
that	would	be	generated	within	the	refuse	prism.		Due	to	the	relatively	flat	grade	along	the	base	liner	system,	
a	 minimum	 12‐inch	 thick	 gravel	 layer	 would	 be	 installed	 over	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 bottom	 liner	 areas.		
Perforated	 LCRS	 lateral	 collectors	 and	 mainline	 pipes	 that	 would	 lead	 to	 the	 leachate	 outfall	 would	 be	
installed	in	the	12‐inch	thick	gravel	layer.			

																																																													
3		 CQA	assures	that	construction	material	would	be	tested,	installed	and	monitored	as	specified	in	the	design	plans	and	specifications,	

and	that	accepted	civil	engineering	practices	would	be	used.	
4		 Leachate	 is	water	which	 percolates	 through	 a	 sanitary	 landfill	 and	 becomes	 contaminated	 by	 contact	with	 the	 various	waste	

materials.			
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The	LCRS	pipes	would	be	placed	 in	V‐shaped	gravel	 trenches.	 	To	minimize	the	potential	 for	clogging,	bio‐
fouling	and	piping,	85	percent	of	the	gravel	would	be	larger	than	the	diameter	of	the	perforations	in	the	pipe.		
Geotextile	fabric	would	be	below	the	gravel	layer	to	prevent	clogging	of	gravel	from	the	operations	layer	soil	
material.	 	 Details	 of	 the	 pipe	 designs	 would	 be	 prepared	 prior	 to	 construction	 of	 the	 individual	 landfill	
phases.	 	Based	on	preliminary	analysis,	 it	 is	anticipated	that	an	HDPE	pipe	with	a	six‐inch	 inside	diameter	
and	a	sidewall	to	diameter	ratio	of	11	would	be	adequate	to	carry	the	anticipated	liquid	volume	and	resist	
crushing	under	the	anticipated	refuse	loads.	

Regulations	 require	 that	 the	 permeable	 subdrain	 layer	 extend	 up	 the	 side	 slopes	 only	 as	 far	 as	 possible.		
Since	 a	 12‐inch	 thick	 gravel	 layer	 could	 not	 be	 kept	 stable	 on	 all	 portions	 of	 the	 side	 liner,	 permeable	
drainage	gravel	pack	wrapped	with	a	geotextile	fabric	placed	over	the	liner	at	the	toe	of	the	interior	cut	slope	
benches	would	be	used	in	areas	with	a	slope	gradient	of	5:1	or	steeper.		Any	leachate	contacting	the	slopes	
would	flow	along	the	operations	layer/refuse‐interface	to	the	bench	collectors.		Slotted	HDPE	pipe	would	be	
installed	 in	 the	 gravel	 pack	 to	 allow	 for	 liquid	 collection	 and	 distribution	 to	 the	 LCRS	 mainlines	 where	
installed.	

Solid	HDPE	pipes	would	be	used	as	risers	to	connect	the	perforated	pipe	sections	from	the	main	line	to	the	
benches	and	to	a	LCRS	outfall	located	at	the	point	of	discharge.		The	risers	would	ultimately	daylight	to	the	
top	of	the	refuse	prism	and	could	also	be	used	as	access	ports	to	afford	cleaning	of	the	LCRS	pipes.			

The	 leachate	outfall	 pipe	would	discharge	 to	 two,	 10,000‐gallon,	 above	 ground	 leachate	 collection	 storage	
tanks	what	would	be	located	in	the	southwest	corner	of	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		Leachate	collected	in	the	
storage	 tanks	would	be	 transported	off‐site	 for	 treatment	and	disposal.	 	There	are	 facilities	 located	 in	San	
Diego	County	and	in	Los	Angeles	County	that	could	dispose	of	the	project‐generated	leachate.5			

3.1.3.2  Borrow/Stockpile Areas 

The	borrow/stockpile	areas	would	be	used	to	store	or	excavate	material	that	would	be	needed	in	the	daily	
operation	of	the	landfill.		The	borrow/stockpile	areas	are	sized	to	accommodate	the	storage	of	all	excavated	
material	on	site.6	 	Approximately	87	acres	of	borrow/stockpile	area	would	be	provided	in	two	locations	to	
the	west	of	the	proposed	landfill	footprint	(see	Figure	3‐4).		Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A,	which	would	be	about	
22.4	acres	in	size,	would	be	located	west	of	the	landfill	footprint	adjacent	to	the	western	property	boundary.		
The	maximum	elevation	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	would	be	500	feet,	which	would	be	about	100	to	180	
feet	above	the	existing	grade	depending	on	the	location.		Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	would	rise	about	100	feet	
above	the	existing	topography	to	the	north	and	south,	about	50	feet	above	the	existing	grade	to	the	east	and	
about	180	feet	above	the	lowest	point	to	the	west.7			

																																																													
5		 Any	alternate	uses	of	the	collected	leachate	would	require	prior	approval	by	the	RWQCB	and	possibly	the	SDAPCD.	
6		 The	environmental	analyses	have	been	completed	assuming	a	worst‐case	scenario	with	regard	to	rock	excavation	and	crushing.		For	

example,	with	regard	to	noise,	rock	crushing	is	analyzed	as	an	associated	activity	as	the	inclusion	of	such	would	increase	the	noise	
generated	by	the	action.	 	With	regard	to	aesthetics,	the	worst‐case	scenario	would	be	the	storage	of	the	material	on	site,	since	this	
would	result	in	the	full	use	of	the	borrow/stockpile	areas.			

7		 The	existing	grades	around	the	perimeter	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	range	from	about	320	to	400	feet.			
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Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	would	be	about	64.5	acres	in	size	and	would	be	located	immediately	to	the	west	of	
the	 southern	portion	of	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	would	have	 two	decks,	 ranging	 in	
height	from	about	940	to	1,020	feet	amsl.		Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	would	range	from	60	to	120	feet	above	
existing	grades	to	the	north,	160	feet	above	existing	grades	to	the	west,	100	feet	above	existing	grades	to	the	
east	and	from	60	to	100	feet	above	existing	grades	to	the	south.8		

For	borrow	purposes,	excavation	in	the	designated	areas	would	be	a	maximum	of	150	feet.		During	the	initial	
excavation	 of	 Phase	 I	 of	 the	 refuse	 footprint,	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 excavated	 material	 would	 be	 used	 for	
engineered	fill	necessary	to	construct	the	ancillary	 facilities	area	and	a	toe	buttress,	with	the	remainder	of	
the	material	being	stockpiled	in	the	landfill	footprint	or	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A.	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	
would	be	used	for	stockpiling	during	the	initial	construction	after	which	the	area	would	be	revegetated	with	
native	plant	species.	 	Area	A	would	not	be	used	again	until	about	year	25	at	which	time	material	would	be	
used	 from	 Area	 A	 for	 cover.	 	 In	 subsequent	 excavation	 phases,	 material	 would	 be	 stockpiled	 within	 the	
footprint	or	in	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B.	

As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 3‐4,	 the	 borrow/stockpile	 haul	 road,	 connecting	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A	 with	 the	
landfill	footprint,	would	be	20	feet	wide	and	would	run	along	the	base	of	the	hillside	with	turn‐out	locations	
for	heavy	equipment	at	three	points	along	the	route.		Most	of	the	alignment	of	the	haul	road	would	follow	an	
existing	 dirt	 road	 on	 the	 site.	 	Access	 to	 the	 larger	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	would	be	within	 the	defined	
limits	of	the	landfill	footprint.		The	maximum	slope	of	the	borrow/stockpile	haul	roads	would	be	15	percent.		
Equipment	moving	between	the	borrow/stockpile	areas	and	the	landfill	would	cross	over	the	First	San	Diego	
Aqueduct.	 	Two	reinforced	concrete	slabs	would	be	placed	at	grade,	one	centered	over	each	pipeline.	 	Each	
two‐foot	thick	slab	would	be	28	feet	wide	by	64	feet	in	length	placed	on	top	of	a	layer	of	polystyrene.	 	The	
three‐	to	four‐foot	deep	soldier	beams	at	each	end	of	the	slab	would	absorb	the	weight	of	the	equipment	as	it	
crosses	the	aqueduct.9	

Proper	drainage	control	would	be	maintained	in	the	borrow/stockpile	areas.		Surface	water	control	features	
would	 include	 grading	 of	 the	 flatter	 deck	 areas	 to	 promote	 lateral	 runoff	 of	 precipitation	 into	 drainage	
control	 facilities	 such	 as	 downdrains	 and	bench	drains	on	 the	 slopes.	 	 Surface	waters	would	be	 conveyed	
from	the	borrow/stockpile	areas	and	discharged	into	the	existing	natural	drainage	courses.		Erosion	control	
measures	 such	 as	 vegetation,	 desilting	 basins,	 sand	 bags,	 straw	matting	 and/or	 rip‐rap	would	 be	 used	 to	
reduce	downstream	siltation	potential.	

Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	would	drain	to	the	southwest	into	a	natural	drainage	course.		The	drainage	course	
for	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A	 would	 run	 northwesterly.	 	 The	 drainage	 control	 facilities	 would	 direct	 the	
surface	runoff	into	the	existing	natural	drainage	courses.		At	the	western	end	of	the	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B,	
a	 desilting	 basin	would	 be	 constructed	 to	minimize	 the	 flow	 of	 silt	 from	 the	 borrow/stockpile	 area.	 	 The	
desilting	basin	would	be	designed	to	accommodate	the	soil	loss	from	the	borrow/stockpile	areas.		Subject	to	
approval	 by	 the	 RWQCB,	 drainage	 swales	 would	 be	 created	 around	 the	 Borrow/Stockpile	 areas,	 having	
similar	functions	to	existing	natural	drainages	affected	by	the	proposed	development.	

																																																													
8		 The	existing	grades	around	the	perimeter	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	range	from	about	600	to	950	feet.			
9		 If	the	aqueduct	were	to	be	relocated,	the	reinforced	concrete	slab	proposed	to	protect	the	aqueduct	may	not	be	needed.	
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The	 pre‐developed	 drainage	 condition	 of	 the	 proposed	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	 would	 be	 maintained	 as	
closely	 as	 possible	 once	 operations	 are	 discontinued.	 	 As	 discussed	 above,	 exposed	 areas	 would	 be	
revegetated	with	native	plant	species	to	prevent	erosion.		Construction	and	operation	of	all	drainage	facilities	
would	adhere	 to	 the	BMPs	developed	as	part	of	 the	Stormwater	Pollution	Prevention	Plan	 (SWPPP).	 	The	
SWPPP	is	required	to	comply	with	the	National	Pollutant	Discharge	Elimination	System	(NPDES)	program.			

3.1.3.3  Access Road and Bridge 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	 include	modifications	 to	SR	76	at	 the	access	road	entrance	 to	
improve	 sight	 distance	 and	 to	 facilitate	 truck	 movements	 (Figure	 3‐7,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 ‐	
Existing/Proposed	Alignment	of	SR	76).		The	improvements,	which	are	approximately	1,700	linear	feet,	would	
realign	SR	76	to	the	south	of	the	existing	alignment	and	would	widen	the	roadway	from	the	existing	paved	
width	to	52	to	64	feet	to	provide	for	an	eastbound	deceleration	lane	and	a	westbound	left	turn	lane.	

The	proposed	access	road	from	SR	76,	which	would	extend	to	the	ancillary	facilities	area,	would	be	two	to	
three	lanes	and	would	include	a	bridge	over	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		The	access	road	from	SR	76	to	the	bridge	
would	be	about	910	linear	feet	and	would	be	32	feet	wide,	with	two	twelve‐foot	travel	lanes	and	a	four‐foot	
shoulder	on	each	side.		The	access	road	would	cross	over	the	SDG&E	gas	pipeline	that	runs	through	the	site.		
The	access	road	from	the	bridge	into	the	ancillary	facilities	area	would	be	about	985	linear	feet	and	would	be	
36	feet	wide,	with	three	lanes	(two	travel	lanes	and	a	center	lane)	with	a	four‐foot	shoulder	on	each	side.		The	
access	road	would	be	paved	with	asphalt	curbs.		At	least	one	road	undercrossing	would	be	installed	in	the	fill	
beneath	the	access	road	north	and	south	of	 the	river	to	provide	unimpeded	access	to	upland	areas	 for	the	
arroyo	toad.			

As	 it	 enters	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area,	 the	 access	 road	 would	 cross	 over	 the	 existing	 First	 San	 Diego	
Aqueduct.	 	Two	reinforced	concrete	slabs	would	be	placed	at	grade,	one	centered	over	each	pipeline.	 	Each	
two	 foot	 thick	 slab	would	 be	 approximately	 28	 feet	wide	 by	 64	 feet	 in	 length	 placed	 on	 top	 of	 a	 layer	 of	
polystyrene.		The	three‐	to	four‐foot	deep	soldier	beams	at	each	end	of	the	slab	would	absorb	the	weight	of	
the	vehicles	crossing	over	the	aqueduct.	

A	bridge,	approximately	681	feet	in	length	supported	by	five	piers	that	would	form	the	base	of	the	structure,	
would	be	constructed	across	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	(Figure	3‐8,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Proposed	
Bridge).	 	 The	 35.5‐foot	 wide	 bridge	 would	 have	 two	 travel	 lanes.	 	 The	 bridge	 would	 maintain	 17.5‐foot	
clearance	between	the	riverbed	and	the	underside	of	the	bridge.	 	A	12‐foot	high	litter	fence	(i.e.,	mesh‐like	
material)	would	be	installed	on	top	of	the	three‐foot	high	concrete	barrier	that	runs	along	the	bridge	deck	to	
stop	any	wind‐blown	litter	from	waste	collection	vehicles	from	reaching	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		The	top	of	
the	 fence	would	be	 curved	 inward	 towards	 the	bridge	 to	 facilitate	 the	 collection	of	wind‐blown	 litter	 that	
may	 occur.	 	 Reflective	 strips	 would	 be	 used	 on	 the	 inside	 structure	 of	 the	 bridge	 rather	 than	 overhead	
lighting	to	guide	vehicles	across	the	bridge	during	early	morning	and	early	evening	hours.			

3.1.3.4  Ancillary Facilities 

Vehicles	 would	 enter	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	 and	 pass	 through	 the	 fee	 booth	 and	 scales	 (Figure	 3‐9,	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 ‐	Ancillary	Facilities	Area).	 	There	would	be	 two	 fee	booths	 to	handle	 four	
scales,	 three	 for	 inbound	 traffic	 and	 one	 for	 outbound	 traffic.	 	 Additional	 lanes	 would	 be	 available	 for	
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visitors,	 administration	and	operations	personnel	 to	enter	and	exit	 the	 landfill.	 	Temporary	 scales	and	 fee	
booths	may	be	used	during	initial	operations	until	permanent	structures	could	be	completed.	

The	 administrative	 office	 building	 would	 be	 located	 adjacent	 to	 the	 booths.	 	 The	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	
would	also	include	an	approximately	7,000	square	foot,	tilt‐up	concrete	maintenance	building,	which	would	
be	approximately	30	feet	in	height.	 	A	portable	emergency	showerhead	designated	to	contain	rinse	water10	
would	also	be	provided	outside	the	maintenance	building.	

A	recyclable	drop‐off	area	would	be	located	on	the	east	side	of	the	maintenance	building.		The	recyclable	area	
would	have	bins	 for	drop‐off	 of	 source	 separated	 recyclable	material,	 such	as	newsprint,	white	paper,	 tin,	
aluminum,	and	glass.			

While	hazardous	materials	would	be	prohibited	at	the	proposed	landfill,	a	hazardous	materials	storage	area,	
located	 in	 the	 southeastern	 portion	 of	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area,	 would	 be	 maintained	 for	 use	 if	 such	
materials	 were	 to	 be	 found	 in	 loads	 coming	 to	 the	 landfill.	 	 A	 full‐time	 spotter	would	 observe	 unloading	
activities	during	all	refuse	hours	of	operation.		The	load‐checking	program	is	discussed	in	Section	3.1.5.4.1	of	
this	EIS.	

3.1.3.4.1  Storage Tanks and Other Operational Components 

Storage	tanks	would	also	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		Two,	10,000‐gallon	leachate	holding	tanks	
and	one,	 10,000‐gallon	 subdrain	water	 tank	would	 be	 located	 in	 the	 southwestern	 corner	of	 the	 ancillary	
facilities	area.		A	diesel	storage	tank	within	a	concrete	containment	wall	would	be	located	on	the	south	side	of	
the	building	for	refueling	of	equipment.			

On‐site	water	storage	is	necessary	for	the	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill.		Water	is	used	for	dust	
control	and	 fire	protection	as	well	as	 irrigation.	 	A	20,000	gallon	potable	water	tank	would	be	 located	 just	
north	 of	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area.	 	 Water	 stored	 in	 this	 tank	 would	 be	 used	 for	 dust	 control	 and	 fire	
protection	 purposes.	 	 The	 water	 tank	 would	 be	 supplied	 from	 on‐site	 groundwater	 wells	 and	 would	 be	
continuously	refilled	as	water	is	used	to	maintain	20,000	gallons	of	stored	water.		In	addition,	a	10,000‐gallon	
water	tank	would	be	installed	within	Borrow‐Stockpile	Area	B	to	provide	water	for	dust	control	related	to	
excavation	 or	 placement	 of	 soil	 at	 this	 location	 (see	 Figure	 3‐9).	 	 The	 10,000‐gallon	water	 tank	would	 be	
continuously	 refilled	 from	 proposed	 percolating	 groundwater	 wells	 located	 at	 the	 western	 edge	 of	
Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	B.	 	 While	 the	 proposed	 storage	 tanks	 should	 provide	 sufficient	 on‐site	 storage	
capacity,	temporary	water	storage	tanks	could	be	rented	from	time	to	time	if	needed.	

In	addition,	an	alternate	water	supply	to	meet	on‐site	water	demand	would	be	through	the	use	of	recycled	
water.	 	 In	2009,	Gregory	Canyon,	Ltd.	 entered	 into	a	 contract	with	 the	San	Gabriel	Valley	Water	Company	
(SGVWC)11	to	supply	up	to	80,000	gpd	of	recycled	water	to	be	used	for	construction,	operation	and	closure	of	
the	 landfill.	 	 The	 recycled	 water	 would	 be	 trucked	 from	 the	 SGVWC	 facility	 in	 South	 El	 Monte,	 which	 is	

																																																													
10		 The	wastewater	from	the	shower	will	be	disposed	of	off‐site	at	a	hazardous	waste	facility	or	taken	to	a	wastewater	treatment	plant,	

depending	on	the	nature	of	the	contaminate.	
11		 SGVWC	 is	 a	 privately‐owned	utility	 regulated	 by	 the	California	Public	Utilities	Commission.	 	 SGVWC	 engages	 in	 the	 sale	 of	both	

potable	water	and	recycled	water.	
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located	 in	Los	Angeles	County.	 	 See	Figure	3‐10,	Location	of	San	Gabriel	Valley	Water	Company	Relative	 to	
Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Site,	 for	 the	 location	of	 the	SGVWC	 facility	 relative	 to	 the	site.	 	A	separate	storage	
system	 for	 recycled	 water	 would	 be	 constructed	 on	 site.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 3‐11,	Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 ‐	Recycled	Water	Off‐Load	 Station	within	Ancillary	Facilities	Area,	 the	 recycled	water	would	 be	
stored	 in	 a	 separate	 20,000‐gallon	 storage	 tank	 that	 would	 include	 a	 secondary	 containment	 area	
constructed	 of	 impervious	 materials	 that	 would	 accommodate	 the	 entire	 volume	 of	 the	 tank	 in	 order	 to	
prevent	a	spill	of	recycled	water	on	site.		A	double	containment	fill	pipe	would	be	extended	over	the	facilities	
access	area	road	that	would	connect	to	the	storage	tank.			

In	addition	to	storage	tanks,	a	reverse	osmosis	(RO)	system	would	be	installed	in	the	southwestern	portion	
of	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area.	 	 The	 50‐gallon	per	minute	 (gpm)	RO	 system	would	provide	 a	 groundwater	
treatment	facility	for	use	in	the	event	that	groundwater	contamination	was	identified.		Please	see	subsection	
3.2.1.4.1	of	this	EIS	for	further	discussion	of	the	RO	system.	

The	site	would	comply	with	a	General	Permit	to	Discharge	Stormwater	Associated	with	Industrial	Activities.		
A	 Notice	 of	 Intent	 (NOI)	 for	 industrial	 activities	 has	 been	 submitted	 to	 and	 certified	 by	 the	 State	Water	
Resources	 Control	 Board.	 	 Within	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	 the	 applicant	 would	 implement	 dry	
management	controls	of	sediment	(i.e.,	sweeping)	as	well	as	the	use	of	absorbents	for	oil	and	gas	releases.		
The	project	would	also	include	a	storm	drain	inlet	or	outflow	device	from	the	ancillary	facilities	area	(e.g.,	oil‐
water	separators	or	other	 filtering	devices	required	by	the	County	stormwater	discharge	requirements)	to	
protect	surface	water	quality.		

Electricity	would	 be	 used	 in	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	 for	 the	 scales,	 buildings,	 and	 lighting.	 	 Telephone	
service	would	be	provided	within	the	offices	in	the	facilities	area	and	at	each	of	the	fee	booths	for	computer	
links	 with	 the	 truck	 scales.	 	 Electrical	 and	 telephone	 utility	 connections	 would	 be	 undergrounded	 in	 the	
access	road	from	SR	76	to	the	facilities	area.		

Bottled	drinking	water	would	be	provided	in	the	facilities	area.12		A	portable	chemical	toilet	would	be	located	
at	 the	northern	end	of	 the	ancillary	 facilities	area.13	 	The	applicant	would	contract	with	a	 sewage	disposal	
service	for	the	removal	of	effluent	from	the	chemical	toilets	for	off‐site	treatment	and	disposal.	

Security	lighting	would	be	provided	around	the	buildings	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.	 	Lighting	would	be	
low	impact,	focused,	and	shielded	to	minimize	spill	light	into	the	night	sky	or	adjacent	properties.		All	lighting	
would	comply	with	the	County	Light	Pollution	Code.	

A	 facility	 identification	 sign	 would	 be	 located	 at	 the	 entrance	 gate	 at	 SR	 76.	 	 The	 sign	 would	 provide	
information	on	the	facility	operator,	hours	of	operation,	and	recognized	holidays.		Signs	would	be	located	on	
the	scalehouse	indicating	the	schedule	of	charges	and	the	general	types	of	waste	materials	that	would	not	be	
accepted	at	 the	site.	 	Additionally,	posted	signs	would	direct	drivers	 to	 the	refuse	unloading	and	recycling	
collection	areas.		Other	posted	signs	would	display	site	safety	and	traffic	rules.	

																																																													
12		 If	groundwater	were	to	be	used	for	potable	water	in	the	future,	environmental	review	and	permits	would	be	completed	and	obtained,	

as	necessary.	
13		 If	permanent	restroom	facilities	with	an	on‐site	septic	system	were	to	be	installed	in	the	future,	approval	of	a	percolation	test	by	DEH	

will	be	required.		However,	this	is	not	proposed	as	a	component	of	the	project.	
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3.1.3.5  Open Space, Habitat Restoration and Resource Management Plan, and Landscaping 

As	 indicated	 in	 Proposition	 C,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 the	 dedication	 of	 a	
minimum	of	1,313	acres	of	the	site	as	permanent	open	space	for	long‐term	preservation	of	sensitive	habitat	
and	species.	 	Figure	3‐12,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Proposed	Open	Space	Area,	shows	the	proposed	
open	 space	 areas,	which	 currently	 total	 about	 1,383	 acres.	 	 As	 indicated	 in	 Proposition	C,	 the	 open	 space	
would	be	dedicated	to	the	County	of	San	Diego,	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians,	another	public	agency,	or	a	
resource	conservation	group	selected	by	the	applicant.			

In	addition,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	the	implementation	of	a	Habitat	Restoration	
and	Resource	Management	Plan	(HRRMP),	which	includes	habitat	establishment	and	enhancement	areas	as	
shown	in	Figure	3‐13,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Proposed	Habitat	Restoration	Plan.		This	HRRMP	was	
prepared	by	URS	in	2008.14		The	HRRMP	would	provide	methods	and	success	criteria	for	the	following:	

Habitat Establishment (Upland/Transitional): 

70.4	acres	of	oak	woodland	with	alluvial	scrub	and	native	grassland	
understory	

14.3	acres	of	chaparral	

2.0	acres	of	native	grassland	

79.3	acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub/coastal	sage	scrub	(mesicalluvial	scrub)	

Total:	166	acres	

Habitat Establishment /Restoration (Riparian): 

2.3	acres	of	southern	willow	scrub	

4.2	acres	of	cottonwood	riparian	forest	and	cottonwood	riparian	forest/pond	

Total:	6.5	acres	of	riparian	habitat	

Habitat Enhancement (Riparian): 

32.7	acres	of	riparian	vegetation	in	the	riverine	area	

42.9	acres	of	riverine	riparian	

Total:	75.6	acres	

As	provided	in	the	HRRMP,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	also	include	the	establishment	of	a	
2.3‐acre	wetland	along	the	northern	bank	of	the	river	near	the	bridge	by	excavating	in	the	vicinity	of	existing	
temporary	storage	yard.	 	The	goal	of	 the	HRRMP	would	be	 to	return	 the	agricultural	and	developed	areas	
located	on	the	site	and	outside	the	project	impact	areas	to	a	state	similar	to	the	natural	circumstance	prior	to	

																																																													
14		 While	 the	 preparation	 and	 implementation	 of	 the	 HRRMP	was	 a	mitigation	measure	 in	 the	 EIR,	 because	 there	 is	 an	 adopted	

Mitigation	Monitoring	and	Reporting	Program	the	USACE	considers	the	mitigation	measure	to	be	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed		
Alternative.	 	As	 such,	 the	HRRMP	will	be	evaluated	 in	 the	analyses	contained	 in	 this	EIS.	 	Review	of	 the	HRRMP	by	 the	USACE	 is	
ongoing.	



3.0  Description of Alternatives    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 3‐28	 	

the	occurrence	of	such	land	use	in	the	early	1900s	to	the	early	2000s.		The	1928	aerial	photograph	(County	of	
San	 Diego)	 indicates	 that	 much	 of	 the	 uplands	 on‐site	 were	 an	 open,	 alluvial	 scrubland	 with	 oaks	 and	
sycamores.	

Sloped	and	elevated	areas	 in	 the	uplands	exhibiting	relatively	 thin	soils	would	be	restored	 to	coastal	 sage	
scrub,	chaparral,	and	native	grassland	habitat	as	appropriate.		Gradually	sloped,	lower	areas	in	the	uplands	
exhibiting	 thicker,	 alluvial	 soils	 would	 be	 restored	 to	 oak	 woodland	 with	 an	 alluvial	 scrub	 and	 native	
grassland	understory.		Closer	to	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	the	habitat	to	be	restored	would	transition	into	mesic	
alluvial	scrub,	which	is	a	coastal	sage	scrub	association.		In	addition,	an	area	near	the	proposed	bridge	that	
was	 likely	 filled	 to	 support	 dairy	 facilities	would	 be	 graded	 down	 in	 elevation,	 and	 2.3	 acres	 of	 southern	
willow	scrub	habitat	would	be	established	in	its	place.		Finally,	the	entire	San	Luis	Rey	River	riparian	habitat	
corridor	within	 the	property	boundaries	would	be	enhanced	 through	management	practices	 to	 remove	or	
control	growth	of	non‐native	exotic	species.		

Subject	to	approval	by	the	RWQCB,	ephemeral	drainages	would	be	created	within	the	restoration	area,	and	
existing	 natural	 drainages	 north	 of	 SR	 76	 that	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 isolated	 for	 USACE	 jurisdictional	
purposes.		These	drainages	would	have	their	historic	hydrologic	connection	to	the	river	restored.15	

The	proximity	of	the	water	table	to	the	finished	grade	of	the	establishment	areas	would	provide	water	for	the	
establishment	 of	 the	 target	 vegetation.		 In	 addition	 to	 rain	 and	 groundwater,	 the	 use	 of	 temporary	
supplemental	irrigation	would	germinate	native	seed,	and	would	help	establish	the	plants	to	ensure	success	
as	soon	as	possible.		All	container	stock	(native	trees)	would	receive	temporary	supplemental	irrigation	from	
an	 overhead	 system,	 although	 other	methods,	 such	 as	 drip	 irrigation	 or	 DriWater®	may	 also	 be	 used,	 if	
appropriate.		Under	ideal	conditions,	three	years	of	supplemental	irrigation	from	a	temporary	above‐ground	
system	should	be	adequate	to	germinate	seed	and	establish	native	vegetation.		However,	continued	irrigation	
may	be	necessary	beyond	three	years	if	sufficient	progress	is	not	being	made,	as	determined	through	annual	
monitoring.	 	 After	 the	 sites	 have	 become	 established,	 the	 temporary	 irrigation	 system	would	 be	 removed	
from	the	site.		The	entire	habitat	establishment	may	not	be	completed	until	the	landfill	reaches	full	build‐out	
in	approximately	16	years	because	of	the	phased	installation	of	each	establishment	area.		However,	each	of	
the	establishment	areas	should	be	self‐sustaining	within	5‐7	years	after	installation.	

Implementation	of	the	establishment	of	southern	willow	scrub,	cottonwood	riparian	forest	and	cottonwood	
riparian	forest/pond,	oak	woodland	with	alluvial	scrub	and	native	grassland	understory,	coastal	sage	scrub	
and	coastal	sage	scrub	(mesic	alluvial	scrub),	chaparral,	and	native	grassland	would	be	phased	to	match	the	
phased	construction	of	the	landfill.		However,	all	riverine	riparian	enhancement	activities	would	occur	at	the	
initial	implementation	of	the	HRRMP.		Restoration	and	enhancement	activities	in	riparian	habitat	that	could	
adversely	affect	least	Bell’s	vireo,	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	or	arroyo	toad	would	be	limited	to	fall	and	
winter	months	(specifically	September	15	through	March	15)	to	avoid	disturbing	the	breeding	activities	of	
the	special	status	species	present	within	the	project	area.	

																																																													
15	 A	mitigation	plan	is	currently	in	development.		A	plan	prepared	for	the	RWQCB	as	part	of	the	Section	401	permitting	process,	herein	

referred	to	as	the	Compensation	Plan,	will	be	reviewed	by	USACE	pursuant	to	33	CFR	Parts	325	and	332	(the	Mitigation	Rule).			
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It	is	important	that	weeds	are	controlled	before	they	set	seed.		Ongoing	weed	control	would	be	accomplished	
by	 use	 of	 tools	 to	 uproot	 the	 entire	 plant,	 mowers,	 weed	 whips,	 herbicide	 application,	 or	 other	 suitable	
methods.	 	 In	 California,	 herbicide	 application	 requires	 a	 qualified	 applicator’s	 license	 (QAL).	 	 Herbicide	
recommendations	 would	 be	made	 by	 a	 landscape	 contractor	 with	 a	 QAL	 and	would	 include,	 but	 are	 not	
limited	to,	the	herbicide	to	be	used,	rates	of	application,	weather	conditions	during	application,	methods	of	
application,	 and	 areas	 to	 which	 pesticides	 are	 to	 be	 applied.	 	 Herbicide	 recommendations	 would	 be	
submitted	to	a	qualified	biologist	 for	approval.	 	A	qualified	biologist	would	direct	the	landscape	contractor	
regarding	 the	 selection	of	 target	weed	 species,	 their	 location,	 and	 the	 timing	and	method	of	weed	 control	
operations	to	ensure	that	native	plants	and	breeding	wildlife	are	avoided	to	the	greatest	extent	possible.	

Other	 portions	 of	 the	 landfill	 property	 would	 be	 preserved	 as	 open	 space	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	
requirements	of	Proposition	C	as	indicated	above.	 	Approximately	377	acres	of	habitat	would	be	preserved	
off‐site	(the	exact	acreage	to	be	determined	through	consultation	with	the	County,	based	on	EIR	mitigation	
requirement).			

With	 regard	 to	 landscaping,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 include	 the	 implementation	 of	 a	
landscape	plan	in	accordance	with	Proposition	C.		Figure	3‐14,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Conceptual	
Landscape	Plan,	illustrates	a	conceptual	landscape	plan,	which	would	provide	the	necessary	screening	of	the	
various	 components.	 	 For	 example,	 the	 conceptual	 landscape	 plan	 assumes	 that	mature	 trees	 and	 shrubs	
along	SR	76	would	remain	and	that	additional	landscaping	would	be	planted	to	limit	the	view	of	the	landfill	
from	SR	76.	 	 The	 conceptual	 landscape	plan	would	 also	provide	 landscape	 screening	 around	 the	desilting	
basins,	at	necessary	locations	adjacent	to	the	ancillary	facilities	area	and	the	borrow/stockpile	areas,	as	well	
as	 on	 the	hillside	 after	 the	 relocation	of	 the	SDG&E	 towers.	 	 In	 addition,	 rock	outcrops	 removed	 from	 the	
landfill	footprint	would	be	placed	in	strategic	locations	around	the	facilities	area.		The	landscape	plan	would	
also	 require	 the	 revegetation	 of	 areas	 to	 stabilize	 slopes.	 	 The	 landscape	 plan	 would	 incorporate	 the	
improvements	and	materials	associated	with	the	HRRMP	discussed	above.			

3.1.3.6  Other Site Components 

As	indicated	previously,	the	Escondido	and	Talega	electrical	transmission	network,	which	contains	a	230‐kV	
and	Pala‐Lilac	69‐kV	electrical	transmission	lines,	is	located	on	common	structures	within	a	300‐foot	SDG&E	
easement	which	runs	north‐south	through	the	site.		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	the	
relocation	of	a	portion	of	the	existing	SDG&E	transmission	lines	and	easement	since	the	proposed	location	of	
the	footprint	would	incorporate	two	existing	towers.		The	proposed	relocation	of	the	towers	would	result	in	
the	towers	being	moved	to	the	east	of	their	existing	location	as	shown	in	Figure	3‐15,	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	‐	Relocation	of	SDG&E	Towers.		The	relocation	of	the	transmission	lines	and	towers	would	provide	
for	 the	most	 effective	 use	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint,	while	minimizing	potential	 environmental	 impacts,	 and	
ensuring	continued	reliability	and	operation	of	the	electric	transmission	system.		A	300‐foot	easement	for	the	
future	SDG&E	lines	would	be	maintained.		California	Public	Utilities	Commission	(CPUC)	regulatory	approval	
may	be	required	to	relocate	the	existing	transmission	and	power	lines.			

Construction	 access	 to	 the	 proposed	 tower	 locations	 would	 be	 through	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 footprint.		
Transmission	line	construction	areas	for	staging	and	for	storage	of	power	line	equipment	would	be	located	
within	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 in	 an	 area	 that	would	 result	 in	 the	 least	 amount	 of	 interference	with	 landfill	
operations.		At	the	proposed	tower	locations,	the	area	within	the	new	easement	would	be	cleared	to	facilitate	
the	 construction	 of	 foundations	 and	 erection	 of	 transmission	 structures.	 	 Construction	 activities	 could	
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require	a	combination	of	grading	equipment	(for	example,	dozer,	blade,	excavator,	skid‐steer,	loader,	water	
truck),	drill	rigs,	cranes,	utility	bucket/boom	trucks,	concrete	trucks	and	helicopters.		If	required	to	facilitate	
transmission	line	construction	during	wet	weather,	crushed	rock	may	be	spread	within	the	access	roads,	as	
needed,	to	provide	better	traction	for	equipment.			

After	construction	of	the	new	transmission	structures,	new	conductors	would	be	installed	using	helicopters,	
cranes	 and	utility	 line	 trucks.	 	 This	 construction	would	 require	 additional	 cleared	 sites	 for	pulling	 in	new	
conductors.		Conductors	would	be	raised	to	specific	design	heights	by	equipment	located	at	the	pulling	sites.	
The	existing	transmission	lines	would	be	de‐energized	as	needed	to	accomplish	this	work	but	the	timing	and	
availability	to	perform	this	work	would	be	dependent	upon	California	Independent	System	Operator		outage	
and	environmental	restrictions.			

Following	 construction	of	 the	 relocated	 transmission	 lines	 and	 connection	of	 the	new	conductors	 into	 the	
existing	system,	the	existing	structures	and	conductors	within	the	site	would	be	removed.		The	old	structures	
and	associated	hardware	would	be	dismantled	and	hauled	away	to	be	salvaged	for	scrap	material.			

After	 the	 structures	 have	 been	 removed,	 the	 existing	 concrete	 foundations	 would	 be	 broken	 up	 using	
jackhammers	and	debris	would	be	removed	and	disposed	or	reused	on‐site,	as	appropriate.	The	foundations	
would	be	removed	to	a	depth	of	two	feet	below	existing	grade.		Since	the	area	would	become	part	of	the	cell	
excavation	for	the	landfill	footprint,	it	would	be	shaped	as	needed	for	the	liner.		It	is	estimated	that	removal	
of	the	structures	would	take	approximately	three	days	per	location,	including	both	the	steel	and	foundation	
materials.			

Following	construction,	cleared	areas	adjacent	 to	 the	new	structures	would	be	maintained	as	necessary	to	
access	 structures	 for	 future	 inspection	and	maintenance	activities.	 	Routine	 inspection	of	SDG&E’s	electric	
transmission	facilities	are	done	at	least	once	a	year.		Repair	activities	may	include	preventative	maintenance,	
or	 emergency	 repairs	 to	maintain	 continuity	of	 service.	Permanent	access	 for	 inspection	and	maintenance	
activities	would	be	provided	through	the	landfill	footprint.	 	Areas	not	needed	to	maintain	the	structures	or	
overhead	 wires	 would	 be	 restored	 consistent	 with	 Construction	 Protocols	 identified	 in	 SDG&E’s	 Natural	
Communities	Conservation	Plan	(NCCP).		

As	indicated	previously,	Pipelines	1	and	2	run	north‐south	through	the	site.		SDCWA	has	expressed	interest	
in	 the	potential	 relocation	of	a	portion	of	 these	pipelines.16	 	The	applicant	 is	discussing	 the	relocation	of	a	
portion	 of	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 with	 SDCWA	 as	 shown	 in	 Figure	 3‐16,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	‐	SDCWA	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option.		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	does	not	include	the	
relocation	 of	 the	 pipelines	 and	 the	 environmental	 analysis	 assumes	 the	 pipelines	 remain	 in	 their	 current	
location,	 which	 represents	 the	 worst	 case	 environmental	 analysis.	 	 However,	 because	 of	 the	 ongoing	
negotiations	 and	 the	 interest	 expressed	 by	 SDCWA	 an	 option	 to	 relocate	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 First	 San	Diego	
Aqueduct	to	the	west	of	the	current	location	as	shown	in	Figure	3‐16,	is	analyzed	in	each	section	of	this	EIS.		
Since	Section	3G	of	Proposition	C	requires	the	protection	of	the	San	Diego	Aqueduct	pipelines,	a	condition	of	
the	 SWFP	 would	 require	 that	 prior	 to	 any	 construction	 work	 related	 to	 the	 landfill,	 the	 applicant	 shall	

																																																													
16		 Technical	studies	exploring	a	range	of	options	for	protection	or	relocation	of	the	existing	pipelines	are	underway.	
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provide	 DEH	 with	 a	 copy	 of	 the	 executed	 agreement	 with	 SDCWA	 providing	 for	 the	 protection	 and/or	
relocation	of	the	San	Diego	Aqueduct	pipelines.			

The	 applicant,	 San	 Luis	 Rey	Municipal	Water	District	 (SLRMWD),	 and	 several	 private	 landowners	 located	
downstream	 of	 the	 site	 entered	 into	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 Agreement	 in	 1996	 (Appendix	 C).	 	 The	
agreement	was	 supplemented	 in	 2004.	 	 The	 purpose	 of	 the	 agreement	 is	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 construction,	
operation,	and	closure	of	the	landfill	are	carried	out	in	a	manner	that	would	protect	the	Pala	Basin	of	the	San	
Luis	 Rey	 River	 and	 the	 water	 quality	 of	 downgradient	 basin	 areas.	 	 Provisions	 outlined	 in	 the	 landfill	
agreement	 include	 stipulations,	which	 address	 the	 protection	 of	water	 supply,	water	 rights,	 groundwater	
monitoring,	liability,	and	closure.	 	A	RO	system	for	the	treatment	of	collected	waters	is	also	included	in	the	
ancillary	facilities	area	in	accordance	with	this	agreement.		(Please	see	subsection	3.2.1.4.1	for	a	description	
of	the	RO	system.)			

3.1.4  Construction 

Unlike	many	development	projects,	construction	of	a	landfill	has	many	phases	and	construction	is	generally	
ongoing	throughout	portions	of	the	life	of	the	project,	and	for	purposes	of	closure	after	receipt	of	waste	has	
ceased.	 	 Nonetheless,	 there	 is	 initial	 construction	 to	 install	 the	 necessary	 components	 to	 make	 the	 site	
useable	 to	 begin	 to	 accept	waste,	 such	 as	 the	 access	 road,	 ancillary	 facilities	 area,	 desilting	 basin(s),	 and	
storage	 tanks,	 as	well	 as	 excavation	 of	 the	 footprint	 and	 installation	 of	 the	 liner	 and	 systems	 for	 the	 first	
phase	 of	 the	 operation.	 	 The	 construction	 necessary	 to	 commence	 operation	 of	 the	 landfill	 is	 defined	 as	
“initial	construction”	for	purposes	of	this	EIS.	 	The	construction	that	occurs	in	various	phases	to	open	new	
cells	of	the	landfill	is	defined	as	“periodic	construction”	for	purposes	of	this	EIS.		This	section	describes	the	
initial	construction	phase	as	well	as	the	periodic	construction	activities.	

The	nature	of	ongoing	construction	at	 the	site	would	require	 temporary	storage	of	building	materials.	 	An	
inactive	construction	storage	yard	is	located	on	the	eastern	end	of	the	site	on	the	north	side	of	the	river	(see	
Figure	3‐4.)	 	The	material	located	in	the	storage	yard	generally	consists	of	materials	that	could	be	used	for	
initial	construction	of	the	landfill/ancillary	facilities.	 	Removal	of	other	materials	from	the	storage	yard	has	
been	ongoing.		The	removal	of	remaining	material	not	suitable	for	use	for	initial	construction	of	the	landfill	
would	 be	 completed	 at	 the	 commencement	 of	 initial	 landfill	 construction.	 	 Over	 time,	 the	 construction	
storage	 yard	 would	 be	 removed	 and	 the	 area	 would	 become	 part	 of	 the	 habitat	 restoration	 area.	 	 (See	
subsection	 3.1.3.5	 of	 this	 EIS	 for	 a	 description	 of	 the	HRRMP.)	 	 The	 temporary	 construction	 storage	 area	
would	 become	 progressively	 smaller	 and	 would	 shift	 toward	 the	 east	 as	 the	 habitat	 restoration	 is	
implemented.		As	the	temporary	storage	yard	is	phased	out,	materials	would	be	shifted	and	new	deliveries	of	
material	would	be	made	directly	to	inactive	portions	of	the	landfill	footprint.	

3.1.4.1  Initial Construction 

Several	activities,	which	are	considered	the	initial	construction	phase,	are	necessary	to	prepare	the	site	and	
the	landfill	for	operation.		The	initial	construction	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	includes:	

 Removal	of	the	existing	unoccupied	dairy	buildings	and	residences	on	the	site;	

 Removal	of	any	remaining	manure	from	the	dairy	operation;		

 Construction	of	the	access	road	and	bridge;	
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 Improvements	to	SR	76	at	the	access	road;	

 Construction	of	 the	ancillary	 facilities,	 including	the	scalehouses,	maintenance	building,	water	tank,	
and	desilting	basins;	

 Installation	of	the	RO	system	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area;	

 Installation	of	leachate	and	subdrain	storage	tanks	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area;	

 Installation	of	water	storage	tanks	(water	and	recycled	water);	

 Excavation	of	approximately	50	acres	of	Phase	I	of	the	landfill	footprint,	including	the	excavation	of	
rock	and	crushing	with	a	portable	crusher.		(Please	see	Section	__	for	a	description	of	rock	crushing.)		
Initial	 Construction	may	 require	 controlled	 blasting	 to	 fracture	 the	 underlying	 rock	 structure	 and	
ease	the	removal	of	and	access	to	final	footprint	elevations;			

 Installation	of	 the	 engineered	base	 layer,	 subdrain	 system,	 leachate	 collection	and	 removal	 system	
(LCRS)	and	double	composite	liner	within	approximately	34	acres	of	the	excavated	area;	

 Installation	of	two	desilting	basins	(eastern	and	western)	and	a	temporary	desilting	basin	within	the	
landfill	footprint;	

 Installation	of	a	portion	of	the	perimeter	storm	drain	channels;	

 Preparation	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A;	

 Clearance	and	grading	of	turnouts	along	the	internal	haul	road	between	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	and	
the	landfill	footprint;	

 Installation	of	monitoring	wells;17	and	

 Initiation	 of	 the	 HRRMP,	 including	 the	 western	 portion	 of	 the	 construction	 storage	 yard	 on	 the	
eastern	portion	of	the	site,	which	would	be	cleared	and	revegetated.	

The	 initial	 construction	 period	 would	 be	 approximately	 nine	 to	 twelve	 months	 in	 duration.	 	 A	 pre‐
construction	 meeting	 involving	 construction	 personnel	 and	 a	 qualified	 biologist	 would	 occur	 so	 that	 the	
biologist	can	explain	the	access	restrictions	on	site,	the	importance	of	remaining	within	construction	zones,	
the	 sensitivity	 of	 the	 habitats	 and	 species	 on	 site,	 and	 the	 potential	 consequences	 of	 violating	 the	 access	
restrictions	and	impacting	biological	resources	outside	the	construction	zones.		The	applicant	proposes	that	
any	 accidental	 impacts	 to	 sensitive	habitat	 that	might	 occur	outside	 the	designated	 impact	 area	would	be	
mitigated	at	a	3:1	ratio.			

Concrete	 removed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 demolition	 of	 the	 abandoned	 structures	 and	 dairy	 facilities	 would	 be	
crushed	on	site	and	stored	within	the	eastern	portion	of	the	existing	construction	storage	yard.		The	crushed	
concrete	 could	 be	 used	 for	 a	 variety	 of	 purposes,	 including	 foundation	 fill,	 stabilization	 of	 some	 internal	
roads,	and	stabilization	of	the	working	face	during	wet	weather	periods.		

																																																													
17		 Of	the	25	wells	in	the	monitoring	system,	only	well	GLA‐18	cannot	be	constructed	prior	to	landfill	operation	because	of	the	steep	and	

currently	inaccessible	location.		This	well	would	be	constructed	following	grading	of	the	electrical	utility	pad	as	part	of	relocation	of	
the	transmission	lines.		See	subsection	3.2.1.4		for	a	detailed	discussion	regarding	monitoring	wells.	
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Construction	equipment	and	deliveries	would	be	brought	into	the	site	over	a	low‐flow	river	crossing	located	
at	 the	western	boundary	of	 the	 site.	 	The	applicant	has	an	easement	 for	 the	use	of	 these	portions	of	 river	
crossing	that	are	not	on	the	applicant’s	property.		Equipment	would	run	along	the	property	boundary,	cross	
the	river,	and	then	turn	eastward	on	the	site.		The	temporary	construction	route	would	use	the	existing	road,	
which	would	 also	 serve	 as	 the	 internal	 haul	 road	 near	 the	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A.	 	 Turnouts	 along	 the	
internal	haul	 route	would	be	created	as	shown	on	Figure	3‐4	to	allow	equipment	 traveling	 in	an	opposing	
direction	to	pass.		(Exclusion	fencing	to	protect	the	southwestern	arroyo	toad	would	be	installed	as	discussed	
below.)	 	The	construction	equipment	necessary	 for	 installation	of	 the	 components	 to	be	developed	on	 the	
south	side	of	the	river	during	initial	construction	would	cross	the	river	using	one	of	the	two	defined	routes	
and	would	remain	on	the	south	side	of	the	river.		

The	 first	 activities	 for	 the	 landfill	 itself	 would	 be	 the	 excavation	 of	 the	 footprint	 and	 the	 grading	 for	 the	
ancillary	facilities	area.		Rock	material	would	be	processed	in	the	southwestern	portion	of	the	defined	landfill	
footprint	and	would	be	used	in	the	construction	on	site	and/or	stockpiled	for	future	use.		As	the	excavation	of	
the	footprint	is	complete	the	materials	for	the	LCRS,	subdrain	system,	and	clay	liner	would	be	brought	onto	
the	site.	

The	bridge	construction	would	occur	simultaneously	with	the	footprint	and	facilities	area,	beginning	with	the	
removal	 of	 habitat.	 	 A	 construction	 access	 area	 of	 30	 feet	 on	 the	 upstream	 side	 of	 the	 bridge	 would	 be	
established.		Removal	of	any	riparian	habitat	would	only	occur	from	October	through	December	to	avoid	the	
breeding	seasons	of	least	Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	and	to	minimize	potential	impacts	
to	the	arroyo	southwestern	toad.18			

Bridge	construction	would	occur	between	September	15	and	March	15	unless	daily	monitoring	by	a	qualified	
biologist	during	the	breeding	season	determines	that	vireos	and	flycatchers	have	not	yet	arrived	on	site	or	
have	migrated	out	of	 the	area	early	or	 if	operational	changes	can	be	made	and/or	barriers	designed	by	an	
acoustician	can	be	 installed	prior	to	March	15	to	reduce	noise	 levels	to	 less	than	60	dB(A)	Leq	 in	vireo	and	
flycatcher	habitat.	 	Daily	noise	monitoring	would	be	conducted	to	ensure	noise	levels	of	less	than	60	dB(A)	
Leq	and	noise	reduction	measures	would	be	implemented,	if	necessary.	

Exclusion	fencing	would	be	installed	at	locations	identified	by	a	qualified	biologist	around	the	construction	
zone	for	the	bridge	to	prevent	toad	access	to	the	construction	zone.		The	fencing	would	be	a	silt‐screen	type	
barrier	 comprised	 of	 a	 minimum	 24‐inch	 high	 fence	with	 the	 remainder	 (minimum	 12	 inches)	 anchored	
firmly	against	the	ground.			

Prior	to	the	commencement	of	construction	of	the	bridge,	access	road,	ancillary	facilities,	and	desilting	basin,	
a	biologist	permitted	by	the	USFWS	to	handle	 the	arroyo	southwestern	toad	would	conduct	a	minimum	of	
three	surveys	following	installation	of	the	exclusion	fencing.		The	biologist	would	conduct	daily	surveys	each	

																																																													
18		 The	description	contains	mitigation	measures	from	the	MMRP	(see	Appendix	A	of	this	EIS)	to	reduce	significant	impacts	identified	

through	the	various	analyses	contained	in	the	EIR	that	was	previously	completed	for	the	project.	 	As	indicated	in	Chapter	1	of	this	
EIS,	 since	 the	MMRP	 has	 been	 adopted	 by	 the	 LEA	 and	 implementation	 of	 the	mitigation	measures	 included	 in	 the	MMRP	 are	
required	to	be	implemented	as	part	of	the	proposed	action,	the	USACE	has	determined	that	all	of	the	mitigation	measures	associated	
with	 the	 EIR	 should	 be	 considered	 as	 part	 of	 the	 project	 for	 purposes	 of	 the	 EIS.	 	 Some	 of	 the	 description,	 such	 as	 limitations	
regarding	implementation	(i.e.,	outside	breeding	seasons)	and	exclusion	fencing,	are	from	the	MMRP.	
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morning	prior	to	construction	and	any	toads	found	would	be	relocated	to	appropriate	similar	habitat	outside	
project	impact	areas	and	in	dedicated	open	space.			

The	access	road	and	improvements	to	SR	76	at	the	access	road	would	also	be	constructed	during	the	initial	
construction	 phase.	 	 Construction	 of	 the	 permanent	 bridge	 crossing	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 would	 be	
approximately	 six	 months	 depending	 on	 when	 construction	 begins	 and	 the	 weather	 conditions	 during	
construction.	 	 A	 construction	 zone	would	 be	 established	 beneath	 and	 adjacent	 to	 the	 bridge	 deck,	 which	
includes	the	bridge	footprint	and	50	feet	to	one	side	of	the	bridge.	 	The	vegetation	within	the	construction	
zone	would	be	removed.		The	bridge	pilings	would	be	cased‐in‐drilled	holes.19		The	bridge	deck	would	be	laid	
with	cranes	located	in	the	construction	zone.	

Other	 than	 the	bridge	pilings	 there	would	be	no	change	 in	bottom	elevations	of	 the	existing	river	channel.		
However,	pursuant	to	the	HRRMP,	a	2.3‐acre	wetland	would	be	established	along	the	northern	bank	of	the	
river	at	the	bridge	location	by	excavating	the	current	storage	yard.	

Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	would	be	used	during	 initial	 construction.	 	The	 turnouts	 along	 the	 internal	haul	
road	between	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	and	 the	 landfill	 footprint	would	be	cleared	and	graded.	 	Exclusion	
fencing	would	be	installed	on	the	north	side	of	the	haul	road	to	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A.		As	in	other	areas	
where	exclusion	fencing	would	be	installed,	a	minimum	of	three	surveys	would	be	conducted	by	a	qualified	
biologist	 following	 installation	 of	 the	 exclusion	 fencing	 along	 the	 access	 road	 to	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	
prior	to	its	use.		Any	toads	found	would	be	relocated	to	appropriate	similar	habitat	outside	impact	areas	and	
in	dedicated	open	space.		The	fencing	would	be	removed	when	initial	construction	is	complete	and	the	haul	
road	 would	 no	 longer	 be	 in	 use.	 	 (The	 exclusion	 fencing	 would	 be	 re‐installed	 prior	 to	 the	 use	 of	
Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A,	which	would	begin	again	in	approximately	year	25.)	

A	temporary	12‐foot	high	wall	or	berm	would	be	constructed	along	the	northern	edge	of	Borrow/Stockpile	
Area	A	prior	to	its	use.		The	wall	or	berm	would	be	installed	outside	the	vireo	and	flycatcher	breeding	season	
(March	15	to	September	15).	 	The	barrier	could	be	removed	once	topography	would	provide	the	necessary	
noise	barrier	to	reduce	noise	levels	in	the	habitat	during	the	breeding	seasons	to	less	than	60	dB(A)	Leq.	

If	 initial	 construction	 were	 to	 occur	 between	 March	 15	 and	 September	 15,	 daily	 noise	 monitoring	 by	 a	
qualified	acoustician	would	be	conducted	to	verify	that	noise	levels	would	be	below	60	dB(A)	Leq	in	vireo	and	
flycatcher	 habitat.	 	 If	 the	 60	 dB(A)	 Leq	 were	 to	 be	 exceeded,	 the	 acoustician	 would	 coordinate	 with	 the	
construction	contractor	to	adjust	operations	to	reduce	the	noise	levels	to	60	dB(A)	Leq.		Alternatively,	barriers	
could	be	installed	prior	to	March	15	or	immediately	if	construction	were	to	occur	during	the	breeding	season,	
to	 reduce	 noise	 levels	 during	 the	 breeding	 season.	 	 Weekly	 noise	 monitoring	 would	 occur	 following	
operational	changes	and/or	installation	of	barriers	to	ensure	that	noise	levels	were	less	than	60	dB(A)	Leq.	

The	construction	crew	would	be	approximately	30	to	40	people	for	the	bridge	and	the	landfill	footprint	and	
ancillary	 facilities.	 	Best	management	practices	 for	erosion	control	would	 include	erosion	control	blankets,	
straw	wattles	and	re‐vegetation	with	native	plant	species.	 	Sediment	control	would	include	silt	fences,	coir	
logs,	 straw/hay	bales	and	 landfill	grading	such	as	earthen	berms.	 	All	of	 these	measures	would	be	used	as	

																																																													
19		 Holes	are	drilled	(no	pile	driving),	a	form	installed	inside	and	above	the	hole,	and	concrete	poured	into	the	hole.	
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appropriate	 during	 construction.	 	 In	 addition,	 secondary	 sediment	 control	 would	 be	 the	 desilting	 basins.		
Vehicle	 maintenance	 and	 fueling	 would	 not	 occur	 near	 any	 natural	 or	 manmade	 drainage	 courses.		
Equipment	would	be	inspected	daily	for	leaks	and	necessary	repairs	would	be	made.	

3.1.4.2  Periodic Construction 

As	described	above,	only	a	small	portion	(about	13	percent)	of	the	entire	refuse	footprint	would	be	excavated	
and	prepared	to	accept	waste	during	the	initial	construction	phase.		The	amount	of	area	developed	to	accept	
waste	would	be	limited	so	as	to	avoid	disturbance	to	all	of	the	land	at	one	time.		After	completion	of	the	initial	
construction	the	facility	would	open	and	begin	to	accept	waste.		The	first	cell	of	Phase	I	would	accommodate	
about	1.0	million	tons	of	waste.		Excavation	and	preparation	of	the	next	area	would	begin	before	the	first	cell	
is	completely	filled	with	waste.	 	The	size	of	the	next	cell	would	be	dependent	on	the	current	and	projected	
volume	of	the	waste	received.		Therefore,	during	the	operational	life	of	the	landfill	there	would	be	times	that	
construction	to	excavate	and	prepare	the	next	cell	would	occur	simultaneously	with	the	landfill	operation.	

As	in	the	initial	construction,	during	periodic	construction,	material	would	be	excavated	from	the	footprint	of	
the	landfill	using	mobile	equipment	such	as	scrapers	and	loaders,	with	deeper	deposits	potentially	requiring	
some	 drilling	 and	 blasting	 to	 loosen	 the	material.	 	 This	 cycle	would	 be	 repeated	 every	 one	 to	 five	 years,	
depending	on	the	volume	of	waste	receipts.		Excavated	material	would	be	delivered	to	the	processing	plant,	
which	would	be	located	within	the	footprint	of	the	landfill,	by	truck	and	dumped	into	a	hoppered	feeder.		The	
feeder	would	separate	large	boulders	from	finer	rocks	that	do	not	require	primary	crushing,	thus	reducing	
the	load	to	the	primary	crusher.		The	crusher	product	would	be	passed	through	a	scalping	screen	that	further	
separates	 the	product	 stream.	 	The	material	 that	 is	 too	 large	 to	pass	 through	 the	 top	deck	of	 the	 scalping	
screen	would	be	processed	in	the	secondary	crusher.		The	output	from	the	secondary	crusher	and	undersized	
material	would	be	transported	to	on‐site	stockpile	areas	for	future	daily	cover,	road	surfaces,	or	the	winter	
deck	area.			

In	addition	to	opening	future	cells,	there	are	some	construction	related	activities	that	could	occur	at	various	
times.	 	 These	 include:	 1)	 the	 removal	 of	 rock	 outcrops	 along	 the	 slope	 of	 Gregory	 Mountain;	 and	 2)	
installation	 of	 a	 diversion	 structure	 below	 an	 existing	 hanging	 basin.	 	 For	 boulder	 removal,	 all	 boulders	
upslope	of	the	landfill	footprint	would	be	left	in	place	unless	it	appears	that	a	boulder	may	be	insecure.		All	
boulders	24	inches	in	size	and	greater	would	be	inspected	by	designated	site	personnel	prior	to	development	
of	any	area	of	the	landfill.		In	addition,	prior	to	any	on‐site	blasting,	a	qualified	geologist	would	identify	areas	
of	 potential	 rockfall	 concern.	 	 Any	 removal	 of	 boulders	would	meet	 the	 requirements	 under	 CCR	 Title	 8,	
Division	 1,	 Chapter	 3,	 Section	 1541.	 	 The	 identification	 and	 removal	 of	 loose	 boulders	 located	within	 the	
landfill	 footprint	 and	 directly	 surrounding	 and	 upslope	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 in	 accordance	 with	 these	
requirements	would	 reduce	 rockslide	hazards.	 	 Physical	 force	would	be	applied	 to	 the	boulders	using	pry	
bars	or	cables	and	heavy	equipment.		Any	loose	boulders	that	were	identified	would	be	wrapped	in	a	netting	
material	 and	would	 be	moved	with	 landfill	 heavy	 equipment	 to	 flatter	 ground	within	 the	 refuse	 footprint	
area	 for	 crushing.	 	 Larger,	heavier	boulders	would	be	wrapped	 in	 steel	netting	 to	 reduce	 the	potential	 for	
tensile	failure	of	the	net.		Cables	would	be	attached	to	the	net	to	apply	a	constant	tension	to	balance	the	load	
and	to	allow	the	controlled	movement	of	the	boulder	down	slope	in	a	safe	manner.		In	addition,	as	the	phases	
of	 development	 move	 up	 canyon	 a	 spotter	 would	 be	 stationed	 up‐gradient	 of	 the	 construction	 area	 to	
observe	for	falling	rocks/boulders.		The	spotter	would	provide	an	early	warning	of	rockslide.		In	addition,	if	
warranted,	rockfall	 restraining	nets	could	also	be	used.	 	See	Figure	3‐17,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 ‐	
Typical	Rockfall	Protection.	
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Another	activity	that	could	occur	during	periodic	construction	would	be	the	use	of	a	diversion	structure,	such	
as	a	gabion	dam,	to	prevent	potential	debris	flow	or	rockslides	onto	the	landfill	footprint	from	the	hanging	
basins	in	the	upper	slopes	of	Gregory	Mountain.	 	(Use	of	gabion	structures	is	recommended	in	the	Caltrans	
Highway	Design	Manual	to	prevent	debris	flow.)		A	gabion	is	a	large	steel	wire	mesh	basket,	typically	6	to	12	
feet	in	length	and	3	feet	in	height	and	width,	filled	with	stone.		The	wire	baskets	would	be	filled	in	the	landfill	
footprint	area	using	rock	excavated	on	site.	 	The	baskets	would	be	rigged	to	a	helicopter	to	be	transported	
upslope.	 	The	rock‐filled	baskets	would	be	wired	together	to	create	an	embankment	or	retaining	wall.	 	The	
construction	of	the	gabion	containment	structures	or	the	installation	of	rockfall	restraining	nets	would	not	
occur	during	December	through	May	to	avoid	the	golden	eagle	breeding	season.			

3.1.5  Landfill Operation 

This	subsection	describes	the	operation	of	the	proposed	landfill,	which	is	the	acceptance	of	refuse	and	use	of	
daily	and	intermediate	cover.			

3.1.5.1  Waste Types And Volume 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	locate	a	waste	disposal	facility	in	North	San	Diego	County	that	
would	accommodate	up	to	1.0	million	tons	of	solid	waste	annually	with	fluctuations	in	the	daily	inflow	rates	
of	3,200	tons	per	day	(tpd)	to	5,000	tpd.	 	The	environmental	analysis	 in	this	EIS	assumes	the	maximum	of	
5,000	tpd.			

The	proposed	landfill	would	be	operated	as	a	Class	III	municipal	solid	waste	landfill,	in	accordance	with	CCR	
Title	27.		As	a	Class	III	landfill,	only	non‐hazardous	solid	wastes	and	inert	wastes	would	be	accepted.		Non‐
hazardous	 solid	 and	 inert	wastes	 include	 all	 putrescible	 and	 non‐putrescible	 solid	 and	 semi‐solid	wastes,	
including	 household	 refuse,	 paper,	 rubbish,	 ashes,	 commercial	 wastes,	 industrial	 wastes,	 demolition	 and	
construction	wastes,	tires,	vehicle	parts,	manure,	animal	solids,	dewatered	sewage	sludge,	and	other	solid	or	
semi‐solid	 waste,	 provided	 that	 such	 wastes	 do	 not	 contain	 wastes	 that	 must	 be	 managed	 as	 hazardous	
wastes,	 or	wastes	 that	 contain	 soluble	pollutants	 in	 concentrations	which	exceed	applicable	water	quality	
objectives,	or	could	cause	degradation	of	aquatic	resources.	

Inert	 waste	 (e.g.,	 asphalt	 or	 concrete)	 that	 does	 not	 contain	 hazardous	 waste	 or	 soluble	 pollutants	 at	
concentrations	in	excess	of	applicable	water	quality	objectives,	and	does	not	contain	significant	quantities	of	
decomposable	waste	would	be	accepted.		Green	and	wood	waste	would	also	be	accepted,	but	not	processed	
(i.e.,	shredded	or	mulched)	on	the	site.		Non‐hazardous	asbestos	would	not	be	accepted	at	the	landfill.			

Materials	would	be	reused	on	site,	if	possible.		For	example,	inert	materials	may	be	used	for	the	construction	
of	a	winter	deck	area	and	for	maintenance	of	the	internal	roads	and	drainage	control	facilities	on	the	landfill.		
Processed	green	material	(PGM)	may	be	used	as	alternative	daily	cover	(ADC).		The	reuse	of	materials,	such	
as	 PGM	 and	 inert	waste,	would	 contribute	 to	 San	Diego	 County’s	 achievement	 of	 AB	 939	 diversion	 goals.		
Please	see	the	discussion	regarding	ADC	in	subsection	3.1.5.5.			



FIGURE

Source: BAS, 2011; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
Gregory Canyon

Applicant's Proposed Alternative - Typical Rockfall Protection
3-17
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3.1.5.2  Types and Numbers of Vehicles 

While	 the	 site	would	 be	 open	 to	 the	 public	 for	 the	 delivery	 of	 waste,	 virtually	 all	 of	 the	waste	would	 be	
delivered	 to	 the	 site	 by	 commercial	 refuse	 vehicles	 (e.g.,	 collection	 trucks	 and/or	 transfer	 trailers).	 	 The	
projected	 maximum	 traffic	 volume	 is	 estimated	 to	 be	 675	 trucks,	 including	 refuse	 delivery	 vehicles,	
construction	vehicles,	employee	vehicles,	or	recycled	water	trucks	or	2,085	passenger	car	equivalents	(PCE)	
per	day	(see	Section	4.5,	Traffic	and	Circulation).		The	general	types	of	refuse	and	private	vehicles	accessing	
the	site	may	include,	but	not	be	limited	to,	the	following:	

 3‐axle	trucks	and	vans;	

 4‐axle	refuse	collection	packer	trucks;	

 10‐wheel	dump	trucks;	

 Belly‐dump	tractor‐trailers;	

 Fuel	transportation	vehicles;	

 Personnel	transportation	vehicles;	

 Private	vehicles—automobiles	and	pick‐up	trucks;	

 Transfer	station	18‐wheel,	tractor‐trailer	trucks;	

 Equipment	service	and	maintenance	vehicles;	and	

 Water	truck/tanker	(2,300‐gallon,	5,000‐gallon,	and/or	6,500‐7,000	gallon).	

The	 types	 of	 refuse	 vehicles	 may	 vary	 depending	 on	 the	 source	 generator.	 	 If	 the	 source	 generator	 is	 a	
transfer	station,	the	use	of	approximately	20‐ton	transfer	trailers	would	occur.	

Project‐generated	traffic	on	SR	76	would	be	limited	to	2,085	PCE	trips	or	a	maximum	of	675	trips	from	all	
sources	 in	 order	 to	 mitigate	 potential	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 SR	 76.	 	 Computerized	 daily	 records	 would	 be	
maintained	and	would	be	available	 for	 review	by	 the	Local	Enforcement	Agency	 (LEA)	during	operational	
hours.		If	the	project	traffic	reaches	the	maximum	number	of	trips	allowed	in	any	day,	the	landfill	would	be	
closed	for	the	remainder	of	that	day.		The	facility	operator	would	notify	the	LEA	prior	to	closure.		When	95	
percent	of	the	maximum	daily	trips	is	reached,	the	landfill	operator	would	notify	commercial	waste	haulers	
to	curtail	waste	deliveries.			

In	addition	 to	a	daily	 limitation,	 the	 following	hourly	 restrictions	would	apply	 to	project‐generated	 traffic:	
between	2:00	P.M.	and	3:00	P.M.	‐	215	PCE	trips	or	72	trucks;	between	3:00	P.M.	and	4:00	P.M.	‐	111	PCE	trips	
or	37	trucks;	and	between	4:00	P.M.	and	5:00	P.M.	‐	111	PCE	trips	or	37	trucks.		Traffic	counts	would	be	made	
using	computerized	records	that	would	be	available	for	review	by	the	LEA	during	operational	hours.		When	
75	 percent	 of	 the	 peak	 hourly	 restriction	 is	 reached,	 the	 landfill	 operator	would	notify	 commercial	waste	
hauler	to	curtail	waste	deliveries.			

Vehicle	 counts,	 manual	 or	 electronic,	 would	 be	 taken	 on	 the	 inbound	 lane	 of	 the	 access	 road	 as	 near	 as	
possible	 to	 SR	 76.	 	 Traffic	 count	 information	 would	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 LEA	 electronically,	 if	 feasible.		
Otherwise,	written	traffic	count	information	would	be	submitted	by	the	landfill	operator	to	the	LEA	weekly.	
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Waste	contracts	would	include	the	daily	and	hourly	restrictions	with	which	the	hauler	and	its	drivers	would	
need	to	comply.		All	of	the	haul	trucks	would	have	contact	with	their	company	either	via	a	2‐way	radio	or	a	
cell	phone,	which	 is	 standard	practice	 in	order	 for	 the	 truck	operators	 to	 report	accidents,	problems	with	
trash	collection,	road	blockage,	etc.		If	the	daily	or	hourly	restriction	is	met,	contact	would	be	made	with	the	
contracted	hauler	who	would	contact	the	driver.		The	location	of	the	driver	would	be	determined	and	trucks	
would	 be	 rerouted.	 	 However,	 the	 landfill	 operator	 would	 not	 turn	 away	 any	 waste	 collection	 vehicle	
traveling	on	SR	76	east	of	I‐15	at	the	time	notice	was	given.	

3.1.5.3  Disposal Operations 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	be	operated	using	 the	 canyon	and	area	 fill	method	 for	 refuse	
placement.	 	 This	 method	 of	 refuse	 disposal	 includes	 excavation,	 the	 stockpiling	 of	 the	 excavated	 soils,	
construction	of	the	waste	containment	or	liner	system	and	the	placement	of	refuse.		Figure	3‐18,	Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative	 ‐	 Typical	 Landfill	Operations	 Cross	 Section,	 depicts	 a	 typical	 landfill	 operation	 cross‐
section	for	refuse	placement	with	disposal	activities	conducted	behind	the	front	face	or	berm	of	the	landfill.		
Refuse	would	be	typically	placed	in	lifts	up	to	approximately	20	feet	high	and	from	100	to	200	feet	in	length.		
Generally,	 successive	 lifts	 would	 be	 constructed	 to	 create	 a	 series	 of	 adjoining	 cells.	 	 The	 process	 of	
constructing	the	lifts	would	be	repeated	until	the	interim	and	final	grades	have	been	reached.		At	the	end	of	
the	working	day,	the	refuse	would	be	compacted	using	a	dozer	or	compactor	to	complete	the	cell	and	would	
be	covered	with	soil	or	an	ADC	as	allowed	under	CCR	Title	27	(Article	2	Section	20690).	

3.1.5.3.1  Refuse Unloading Operations 

Vehicles	with	refuse	loads	would	arrive	at	the	landfill	via	the	access	road	and	bridge.		There	would	be	two	fee	
booths	 (also	known	as	 scalehouses)	with	 four	 scales	 (three	 for	 in‐bound	 traffic	 and	one	 for	weighing	out‐
bound	traffic)	located	at	the	entrance	facility.		The	vehicles	would	be	weighed	and	fee	for	disposal	of	the	load	
would	 be	 determined.	 	 Separate	 lanes	 would	 be	 provided	 for	 visitors	 and	 administrative	 and	 operations	
personnel	to	enter	and	exit	the	landfill	(see	Figure	3‐9).	

Upon	acceptance	of	waste	for	disposal	at	the	scalehouse,	staff	would	direct	vehicles	to	the	working	face	of	the	
landfill.	 	 From	 the	 entrance	 area,	 vehicles	would	 travel	 to	 the	 unloading	 area	 along	 paved	 and/or	 tightly	
compacted	dirt	access	roads.		The	unloading	area	would	be	located	adjacent	to	the	active	face	or	area	where	
refuse	is	being	actively	buried.		Signs	would	be	posted	along	the	internal	access	roads	to	guide	customers	to	
the	designated	unloading	areas.	

The	size	of	the	daily	working	face	would	vary	to	accommodate	actual	inflow	rate	conditions	and	unloading	of	
waste	during	the	operating	day.		Based	on	the	average	daily	inflow	rate	of	3,200	tpd,	the	size	of	the	working	
face	would	 cover	 a	maximum	area	of	 approximately	100	 feet	wide	 (from	bottom	 to	 top)	by	200	 feet	 long	
(from	side	to	side).	

Commercial	refuse	vehicles	(i.e.,	collection	trucks	and/or	transfer	trailers)	would	be	directed	to	the	working	
face.		Private	vehicles	(i.e.,	automobiles	and/or	pick‐up	trucks),	if	any	access	the	site,	would	be	directed	to	a	
separate	tipping	area	away	from	the	commercial	vehicle	unloading	area.	 	Separate	commercial	and	private	
vehicle	tipping	areas	are	maintained	to	reduce	safety	concerns	for	customers,	to	allow	for	better	inspection	
of	 the	 refuse	 loads	 to	 detect	 prohibited	 materials,	 and	 to	 expedite	 unloading	 for	 the	 commercial	 refuse	
vehicles.	



FIGURE

Source: BAS, 2010; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
Gregory Canyon

Applicant's Proposed Alternative - Typical Landfill Operation Cross Section
3-18
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Landfill	staff	stationed	at	the	unloading	areas	would	continuously	observe	the	refuse	as	it	is	being	unloaded	
to	monitor	 for	 prohibited	wastes.	 	 Once	 refuse	 is	 disposed	 in	 the	 unloading	 areas,	 a	 compactor	 or	 dozer	
would	push	the	waste	 to	 the	working	 face.	 	The	refuse	would	be	spread	over	the	working	face	 in	two‐foot	
thick	layers	followed	by	a	compactor	or	dozer,	which	would	make	repeated	passes	over	the	working	face	to	
compact	the	refuse.		The	working	face	would	generally	be	sloped	to	a	gradient	of	5:1	(horizontal	to	vertical)	
or	less	to	achieve	maximum	refuse	compaction.		All	refuse	would	be	spread	and	compacted	in	this	manner	to	
minimize	voids	in	the	daily	refuse	cells,	to	inhibit	the	propagation	of	vectors,	to	reduce	windblown	litter,	and	
to	maximize	 site	 capacity.	 	 Large,	 bulky	wastes	may	 be	 separated	 to	 prevent	 bridging	 of	 the	 surrounding	
refuse,	or	may	be	placed	in	the	lower	portion	of	the	advancing	lift	to	be	thoroughly	crushed	by	the	landfill	
compactor.	

3.1.5.3.2  Inclement Weather Operations 

Rain	 and/or	 high	 winds	 are	 the	 predominant	 inclement	 weather	 conditions	 experienced	 in	 Southern	
California	which	could	cause	the	operator	to	adjust	on‐site	waste	handling	and	disposal	procedures.		When	
heavy	 rains	 cause	 the	 unloading	 area	 to	 become	muddy	 and	 unusable,	 operations	 would	 be	 moved	 to	 a	
designated	 wet	 weather	 area,	 generally	 near	 an	 improved	 internal	 road.	 	 This	 area	 would	 typically	 be	
improved	by	tightly	compacting	the	underlying	soils	or	through	placement	and	compaction	of	crushed	rock	
or	 construction	 debris,	 to	 allow	 the	 operator	 to	 provide	 continuous	 operation	 during	 inclement	weather.		
Stockpiles	of	soil	material	would	be	maintained	near	the	designated	alternative	unloading	area	to	ensure	that	
an	adequate	supply	of	soil	material	would	be	available	to	cover	all	wastes.		An	approved	ADC	material	may	
also	be	utilized	minimizing	the	need	to	stockpile	near	the	wet	weather	unloading	area.	

When	high‐wind	conditions	occur,	the	unloading	areas	(commercial	and	private)	would	typically	be	reduced	
in	 size	 and,	 whenever	 possible,	 placed	 in	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 facility	 that	 affords	 protection	 from	 the	 wind.		
Additional	equipment	may	be	utilized	to	expedite	the	spreading	and	compacting	of	the	refuse	as	soon	as	it	is	
unloaded.	 	Cover	operations	may	also	begin	earlier	 in	 the	day	 to	 reduce	 the	area	of	exposed	waste	on	 the	
working	face.		Portable	litter	fencing	may	also	be	used	downwind	around	the	unloading	areas.	

3.1.5.4  Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program 

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 incorporates	 a	 hazardous	waste	 exclusion	 program	 (HWEP),	 which	
includes	a	 load	checking	program	(see	subsection	3.1.5.4.1)	that	complies	with	the	state	regulations	under	
CCR	Title	27,	Sections	20220	and	20870.		These	regulations	state	that	“Owners	or	operators	of	all	Municipal	
Solid	Waste	Landfill		units	must	implement	a	program	at	the	facility	for	detecting	and	preventing	the	disposal	
of	regulated	hazardous	wastes	as	defined	in	Part	261	of	this	chapter	(40	CFR	Chapter	1)	and	polychlorinated	
biphenyl	(PCB)	wastes	as	defined	in	Part	761	of	this	chapter	(40	CFR	Chapter	1).”	

The	purpose	of	 the	HWEP	would	be	to	discover	and	discourage	attempts	to	dispose	of	hazardous	or	other	
unacceptable	wastes,	 including	 PCBs,	 at	 the	 landfill.	 	 The	 proposed	HWEP,	which	 is	 included	 in	 the	 Joint	
Technical	Document	contains	the	following	major	components:	

 Descriptions	of	acceptable	and	prohibited	wastes;	

 Installation	of	a	gamma‐scintillation	counter	at	the	scale	facility	to	detect	radioactive	materials;	

 Random	inspections	of	incoming	loads;	
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 Records	of	any	inspections;	

 Training	of	facility	personnel	to	recognize	regulated	hazardous	waste	and	PCB	wastes;	and	

 Notification	of	the	Director	of	the	California	Department	of	Toxic	Substances	Control	(DTSC),	the	LEA,	
the	County	of	San	Diego	DEH	Hazardous	Materials	Management	Division	(a	delegated	agent	 for	the	
DTSC)	and	the	RWQCB	if	a	regulated	hazardous	waste	or	PCB	wastes	are	discovered	at	the	facility.	

Unsuitable	wastes	identified	through	the	HWEP	would	be	handled	as	follows:	

 If	the	wastes	pose	an	immediate	risk	to	health,	safety	and/or	the	environment,	site	personnel	would	
notify	the	emergency	response	unit	of	the	Hazardous	Incident	Response	Team	(HIRT),	a	joint	powers	
authority	 (JPA)	 entity	 administered	 by	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 and	 the	 County	 Department	 of	
Environmental	Health.		The	generator	of	the	hazardous	waste	would	be	responsible	for	cleanup	and	if	
the	 generator	 cannot	 be	 identified,	 then	 the	 landfill	 operator	 would	 be	 responsible.	 	 The	 wastes	
would	be	 transported	by	a	 licensed	hazardous	waste	hauler	 for	disposal	 at	 a	permitted	hazardous	
waste	treatment	and	disposal	facility;	and	

 If	wastes	are	in	adequate	containers	and	can	be	safely	handled,	waste	would	be	stored	on	site	in	the	
designated	 area	 to	 await	 proper	 disposal	 by	 a	 licensed	 hazardous	waste	 hauler/recycler	 or,	 if	 the	
hauler	who	brought	the	waste	can	be	identified,	the	hauler	would	be	asked	to	remove	the	waste.	

The	 designated	 hazardous	 waste	 storage	 area	 would	 be	 located	 in	 the	 southeast	 corner	 of	 the	 ancillary	
facilities	area	(Figure	3‐9)	for	the	temporary	disposition	of	wastes	collected	as	part	of	the	HWEP	program.		
This	 area	 would	 be	 specifically	 designed	 for	 the	 handling	 and	 storage	 of	 hazardous	 wastes,	 including	
secondary	 containment	 and	 approved	 storage	 containers	which	would	 be	 safe	 and	 convenient	 for	 storing	
identified	wastes.	

On‐site	hazardous	waste	 storage	would	be	 limited	 to	90	days	or	 as	 required	by	applicable	 state	 laws	and	
regulations	 prior	 to	 being	 transported	 to	 a	 permitted	 treatment,	 storage	 and	 disposal	 facility.	 	 The	
“Accumulation	 Start	 Date”	 on	 the	 California	 hazardous	 waste	 label	 of	 each	 overpack	 drum	 containing	
hazardous	waste	would	be	monitored	on	a	regular	basis.	 	Prior	to	shipment	off	site,	all	materials	would	be	
overpacked	and	manifested	with	a	licensed	hazardous	waste	hauler/disposer.	

3.1.5.4.1  Load Checking Program 

As	previously	discussed,	refuse	unloading	activities	would	be	continuously	observed	through	the	use	of	a	full	
time	spotter	located	at	the	tipping	area.		In	addition,	all	landfill	personnel	would	be	trained	to	spot	hazardous	
wastes	which	may	be	inadvertently	contained	within	incoming	refuse	loads.		As	part	of	the	overall	HWEP,	the	
operator	would,	on	a	weekly	basis,	randomly	select	a	commercial	load	for	a	detailed	load	check.		The	driver	
of	the	load	would	be	asked	to	tip	or	dump	the	load	in	a	flat	area	near	the	working	face	and	away	from	the	
commercial	unloading	area.	 	Designated	landfill	personnel	would	inspect,	search,	and	sort	through	the	load	
looking	 for	 prohibited	wastes.	 	 If	 no	prohibited	waste	were	 observed	 a	dozer	would	push	 the	 load	 to	 the	
working	face.		If	prohibited	wastes	are	observed,	the	area	would	be	corded	off	and	the	operator	would	follow	
the	procedures	outlined	in	the	HWEP	discussed	above.	

The	load	checking	program	is	designed	to	comply	with	the	requirements	of	CCR	Title	27,	Section	20870	and	
the	Waste	Discharge	Requirements	(WDRs)	for	landfills.		Specific	components	of	the	program	include:	
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 Customer	notification	by	signs,	notices	and	verbal	inquiries;	

 Surveillance	 through	 visual	 inspection	 of	waste	 loads	 and	 questioning	 of	 customers	 by	 scalehouse	
personnel;	

 Waste	inspection	conducted	on	randomly‐selected	loads	at	the	working	face;	and	

 Installation	of	a	gamma‐scintillation	counter	at	the	scale	facility	to	detect	radioactive	materials.	

Landfill	staff	assigned	the	duties	required	in	the	waste	load	checking	program,	including	visual	inspection	of	
the	working	 face,	would	 be	 formally	 trained	 to	 recognize	 suspicious	 or	 potential	 containers	 of	 hazardous	
waste	and	to	perform	the	reporting	requirements	of	this	program	including	recordation	of	license	numbers,	
vehicle	descriptions,	and	names	of	the	responsible	party.	

As	discussed	above,	 gamma‐scintillation	counters	would	be	 installed	at	 the	 scale	 facility.	 	Radiation	portal	
monitors	would	be	installed	in	each	scalehouse	to	scan	incoming	waste	for	radioactivity.	 	An	audible	alarm	
would	sound	if	radiation	is	detected.		Vehicles	hauling	materials	that	contain	detectable	levels	of	radioactive	
waste	would	be	segregated	and	denied	entry	to	the	landfill.			

3.1.5.5  Cover 

3.1.5.5.1  Daily Cover 

The	purpose	of	a	daily	cover	 is	 to	provide	a	suitable	barrier	 to	 the	emergence	of	 flies,	prevent	windblown	
litter	and	debris,	minimize	the	escape	of	odors,	prevent	excess	infiltration	of	surface	water,	(either	running	
onto	 the	 site	 or	 from	 precipitation)	 and	 hinder	 the	 progress	 of	 potential	 combustion	 within	 the	 landfill.		
Typically,	soil	is	used	as	the	daily	cover	material	which	is	placed	over	all	exposed	refuse	at	the	end	of	each	
operating	 day	 to	 a	minimum	compacted	 thickness	 of	 six‐inches.	 	 Cover	material	would	 be	 transported	by	
scrapers	to	the	working	face	where	it	would	be	spread	and	compacted	by	either	the	scrapers	or	a	dozer.	

Assuming	a	4:1	cover	ratio,	approximately	11.4	mcy	would	be	needed	 for	operations	during	the	 life	of	 the	
landfill.20	 	 The	 proposed	 landfill	 development	 would	 include	 the	 excavation	 of	 approximately	 7.9	 mcy	 of	
topsoils,	of	which	approximately	4.9	mcy	would	consist	of	 topsoil,	alluvium/colluvium,	weathered	bedrock	
and	 rippable	 hard	 rock	 from	within	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 that	 would	 be	 suitable	 for	 cover	material	 with	
limited	processing	required.		Crushing	of	the	excavated	hard	rock	may	be	needed.	

Excavated	colluvium	and	weathered	bedrock	material	would	be	stockpiled	for	use	during	the	operation	and	
closure	of	the	landfill.		The	approximate	volumes	of	soil	material	to	be	excavated	from	the	Borrow/Stockpile	
Areas	A	and	B	are	1.3	mcy	and	3.2	mcy,	respectively.	 	The	entire	excavated	quantity	would	be	available	for	
cover	 needs	 since	 all	 of	 the	material	 excavated	 from	 the	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	would	 be	 colluvium	 and	
weathered	 bedrock.	 	 Therefore,	 approximately	 9.4	 mcy	 of	 material	 would	 be	 available	 on	 site	 for	 cover,	
leaving	a	shortfall	of	readily	useable	material	over	the	life	of	the	project	of	4.7	mcy.		This	shortfall	would	be	
offset	by	the	use	of	ADC,	fill	sequencing	to	minimize	cover	needs,	some	additional	crushing	of	hard	rock,	and	
reuse	of	materials	from	demolition	of	the	former	dairy	facilities.			

																																																													
20		 An	additional	2.7	mcy	of	soil	would	be	needed	for	canyon	shaping,	the	operations	layer	and	the	final	cover.	
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Alternative Daily Cover 

ADC	would	 be	 used	 at	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site	 to	 reduce	 on‐site	 cover	 demands	 and	 to	
maximize	 refuse	 capacity.	 	 The	 use	 of	 ADC	 has	 been	 shown	 to	 reduce	 refuse‐to‐daily/intermediate	 cover	
ratios	from	4:1	to	7.5:1,	which	could	reduce	the	on‐site	soil	cover	need	to	6.7	mcy,	which,	when	other	uses	of	
soil	are	considered,	corresponds	to	the	volume	of	readily	useable	on‐site	material.			

CCR	Title	27,	Section	20690	allows	the	use	of	materials	as	ADC	such	as	geosynthetic	fabric	or	panel	products	
(blankets);	 foam	products;	processed	green	material	 (PGM);	 sludge	and	sludge‐derived	materials;	 ash	and	
cement	 kiln	 dust	 materials;	 treated	 auto	 shredder	 waste;	 contaminated	 sediment,	 dredge	 spoils,	 foundry	
sands;	energy	resource	exploration	and	production	wastes;	compost	materials;	construction	and	demolition	
wastes;	and	shredded	tires.		Geosynthetic	blankets	and	PGM,	which	are	approved	ADCs	under	CCR	Title	27,	
Section	20690,	have	been	selected	for	use	by	the	applicant.			

Geosynthetic	blankets	would	be	placed	using	landfill	equipment	and/or	employees,	and	would	be	anchored	
along	 the	edges	and	across	 the	center	of	 the	working	 face.	 	The	blanket	would	be	removed	before	placing	
additional	waste.		The	number	of	panels	used	each	day	would	depend	on	the	size	and	location	of	the	refuse	
active	 face	 and	 the	 size	 of	 the	 panels.	 	 Tears	 in	 the	 tarp	 would	 be	 repaired	 as	 recommended	 by	 the	
manufacturer.		PGM	would	be	delivered	to	the	site	by	the	hauler	in	commercial	trucks.		Application	of	PGM	as	
ADC	would	be	in	accordance	with	CCR	Title	27.			

In	 addition,	 inert	 waste,	 such	 as	 asphalt	 and	 concrete,	 that	 does	 not	 contain	 hazardous	waste	 or	 soluble	
pollutants	 at	 concentrations	 in	 excess	 of	 applicable	 water	 quality	 objectives	 and	 which	 does	 not	 contain	
significant	quantities	of	decomposable	waste	would	be	accepted	at	the	site.	 	These	waste	materials	may	be	
used	 for	 the	 construction	 of	 a	 winter	 deck	 area	 and	 for	 maintenance	 of	 the	 internal	 roads	 and	 drainage	
control	facilities	on	the	landfill.			

3.1.5.6  Intermediate Cover Placement 

Intermediate	 cover	 is	 defined	 in	CCR	Title	 27,	 Section	20164	as	 cover	material	 on	areas	where	additional	
cells	 are	 not	 to	 be	 constructed	 for	 180	 days	 or	 more	 to	 control	 vectors,	 fires,	 odors,	 blowing	 litter,	
scavenging,	and	drainage.		In	accordance	with	CCR	Title	27,	Section	20700(a),	a	minimum	12‐inch	thick	layer	
of	suitable	cover	material	or	equivalent	(as	approved	by	the	LEA)	would	be	placed	over	the	top,	side	slopes	
and	working	face	of	the	advancing	lift,	refuse	cell	or	portions	of	the	disposal	area	where	no	additional	refuse	
is	to	be	deposited	within	180	days.	

Alternative Intermediate Cover 

CCR	 Title	 27,	 Section	 20700(b)	 allows	 an	 operator	 to	 place	 alternative	materials	 of	 alternative	 thickness	
(other	 than	 at	 least	 12	 inches	 of	 earthen	material)	 for	 intermediate	 cover	 as	 approved	 by	 the	 LEA	 with	
concurrence	 of	 the	 CalRecycle,	 provided	 that	 the	 owner	 or	 operator	 demonstrates	 that	 the	 alternative	
material	and	thickness	would	control	vectors,	fires,	odors,	blowing	litter,	and	scavenging	without	a	threat	to	
human	 health	 and	 the	 environment.	 	 The	 proposed	 use	 of	 an	 alternative	 intermediate	 cover	 (AIC)	would	
require	a	site‐specific	demonstration	project	and	approval	of	the	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board.		No	
AICs	are	proposed	at	this	time.		If	an	AIC	were	proposed,	the	applicant	would	comply	with	the	requirements	
of	27	CCR	20700	and	would	obtain	the	necessary	approvals.	
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3.1.6  Other Operations 

On‐site	rock	crushing	would	occur	concurrently	with	landfill	construction	to	facilitate	the	on‐site	movement	
of	excavated	rock.		The	portable	rock	processing	facility,	which	would	include	a	crusher	and	screens,	would	
be	located	on	the	southwestern	portion	of	the	landfill	 footprint	when	it	 is	needed.	 	Crushed	rock	would	be	
stored	for	future	use	as	daily	or	intermediate	cover	or	for	use	on	the	internal	haul	roads.	

Tires	accepted	at	 the	 site	would	be	 stored	 in	a	designated,	 secured	area	within	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	The	
location	would	change	as	needed	depending	on	the	operational	phase	of	the	landfill.		Tires	would	be	stored	
on	site	in	accordance	with	CCR	Title	14,	Section	17354.		The	tire	storage	area	would:	

 Not	exceed	5,000	square	feet	of	contiguous	area;	

 Not	exceed	50,000	cubic	feet	in	volume;	

 Be	less	than	10	feet	in	height;	

 Be	more	than	20	feet	from	any	property	line	or	perimeter	fencing;	and	

 Be	separated	from	vegetation	and	other	potentially	flammable	materials	by	no	less	than	40	feet.	

Tires	would	be	stored	for	a	maximum	of	six	months	to	avoid	the	collection	of	standing	water,	rodents,	and	
snakes	and	to	minimize	fire	hazards.	 	A	portable	tire	shredder	would	be	brought	on	site	when	the	allowed	
volumes	 of	 storage	 are	met	 or	 at	 a	minimum	 of	 once	 every	 six	months	 to	 shred	 the	 collected	 tires.	 	 The	
shredded	tires	would	be	landfilled.	

Bulky	wastes,	such	as	concrete,	demolition	debris,	tree	trunks,	or	furniture	and	appliances,	may	be	brought	
to	the	site.		Items	such	as	concrete,	demolition	debris,	and	tree	trunks,	could	be	used	on‐site	for	winter	deck	
construction.		White	goods,	such	as	refrigerators,	stoves,	washing	machines,	microwaves	and	unaltered	tires	
would	be	physically	removed	by	hand	or	using	heavy	equipment	at	the	working	face.		These	materials	would	
be	stored	at	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		Any	items	that	could	not	be	separated	would	be	disposed	of	in	the	
landfill.	

3.1.7  Days And Hours Of Operation 

The	 landfill	would	 operate	 six	 days	 a	week,	Monday	 through	 Saturday,	 except	 holidays,	 for	 a	 total	 of	 307	
operating	days	per	year.		(Holidays	would	include	New	Year’s	Day,	Memorial	Day,	Fourth	of	July,	Labor	Day,	
Thanksgiving,	and	Christmas.)	 	Solid	waste	operations,	which	include	the	receipt,	handling,	and	disposal	of	
solid	waste	or	the	collection	of	source	separated	recyclable	materials;	cover	operations;	site	grading	and/or	
excavation,	including	controlled	blasting	and	rock	processing;	and	heavy	equipment	operations,	would	occur	
Monday	through	Friday	between	7:00	A.M.	and	6:00	P.M.	and	on	Saturday	from	8:00	A.M.	to	5:00	P.M.			

Traffic	arriving	at	the	site	prior	to	the	hours	of	operation	would	be	queued	on	the	access	road	up	to	the	fee	
booths/scales	in	order	to	prevent	vehicle	stacking	on	SR	76.		Therefore,	gates	located	at	the	north	side	of	the	
bridge	would	be	opened	one	hour	prior	to	the	hours	of	operation.	 	Entrance	gate	would	be	opened	at	6:00	
A.M.	Monday	through	Friday	and	at	7:00	A.M.	on	Saturday.	
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Maintenance	activities	occurring	within	the	maintenance	yard	or	within	the	enclosed	building,	the	operation	
of	gas	and	leachate	collection	and	treatment	systems,	and	remedial	activities	required	by	a	regulatory	agency	
would	not	be	limited	to	the	hours	of	operation.	

3.1.8  Site Security 

Entry	to	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	during	business	hours	would	be	controlled	by	site	personnel	
at	the	entrance	facility,	which	would	be	the	single	point	of	public	access	to	the	site.		Visitors	to	the	site	would	
be	required	to	check‐in	at	the	administrative	office.		Unauthorized	access	to	the	site	would	be	controlled	by	
posting	“No	Trespassing”	signs	around	the	site	perimeter	at	locations	where	unauthorized	entry	could	occur.		
In	addition,	 lockable	gates	would	be	installed	on	the	access	road	on	the	north	side	of	the	bridge	and	at	the	
ancillary	 facilities	 area.	 	 Access	 would	 be	 limited	 by	 perimeter	 fencing	 and/or	 topographical	 constraints	
around	the	landfill	footprint.		The	borrow/stockpile	areas	would	not	be	fenced.	

3.1.9  Personnel 

The	number	of	 employees	needed	 to	operate	and	maintain	a	 sanitary	 landfill	 is	dependent	on	 the	hours	a	
facility	is	open,	the	daily	tonnage	received,	and	the	overall	areas	to	be	maintained.		Initially,	fewer	employees	
would	be	needed	to	adequately	staff	the	landfill	and	staff	numbers	would	increase	as	the	landfill	is	developed	
and	the	refuse	inflow	rate	increases.		Table	3‐2,	Estimated	Full	Time	Personnel	For	The	Landfill	Operation,	lists	
the	estimated	number	of	employees	in	each	job	classification	required	during	peak	operation.	

Table 3‐2 
 

Estimated Full Time Personnel For The Landfill Operation 
	

Number  Title 

1	 Site	Manager	
1	 Site	Engineer	
1	 Office	Manager	
1	 Superintendent	
3	 Fee	Collectors/Scale	House	
1	 Foreman/Inspector	
6	 Equipment	Operators/Refuse	Load	Inspectors	
2	 Laborers/Litter	Collection	
2	 Traffic	Director/Spotter	
1	 Teamster	
2	 Mechanics	
1	 Recycled	Water	Supervisor	
22	 Total	

   

Source:  Bryan A. Stirrat & Associates, 2011 

	

3.1.10  Equipment 

Table	 3‐3,	On‐Site	 Equipment,	 lists	 the	 anticipated	 equipment	 that	 would	 be	 used	 and	maintained	 at	 the	
landfill	 during	 peak	 landfill	 operation.	 	 Less	 equipment	would	 be	 necessary	 during	 initial	 refuse	 disposal	
operations.		Equipment	would	be	added	as	the	landfill	is	developed	and	the	refuse	inflow	rates	increase.		The	
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equipment	 listed	 in	 Table	 3‐3	 does	 not	 include	 stand‐by	 or	 rental	 equipment	which	 could	 be	 obtained	 as	
needed	(i.e.,	tire	shredder	or	if	operational	constraints	arise).	

Table 3‐3 
 

On‐Site Equipment 
	

Minimum  Maximum  Type of Equipment  Use 

2	 4	 Dozers	 Push,	compact,	grade	and	cover	
refuse;	walk‐in	slopes,	miscellaneous	

earthwork	
1	 2	 Compactor	 Refuse	and	cover	compaction	
2	 2	 Scraper	(or	equivalent)	 Haul	earth	for	cut	and	cover	

operations;	one	back‐up	is	on	site	
1	 		1	 Water	Truck	 Control	cover	soil	moisture	content	

and	dust	control;	landscape	
irrigation,	fire	fighting	

3	 6	 Light	Duty	Vehicles	 Transporting	of	landfill	personnel	
around	the	site	

1	 1	 Motor	Grader	 Grade	unloading	deck,	maintain	
internal	roads	and	drainage	control	
of	decks;	one	back‐up	is	on	site	

1	 1	 Surge	Bin	 Loading	bin	for	equipment	and/or	
material	

1	 1		 Mechanics	Truck	 Maintenance	of	equipment	
1	 1	 Portable	Rock	Crusher		 Crushing	of	rock	material	
1	 1	 Fuel	Truck	 Fueling	landfill	heavy	equipment	
1	 1	 Mobile	Tire	Shredder	 Shredding	of	tires	

   

Source:  Bryan A. Stirrat & Associates, 2011 

	

3.1.11  Operating Record 

In	 accordance	 with	 federal	 and	 state	 regulations	 [40	 CFR	 258.29	 (Subtitle	 D)	 and	 CCR	 Title	 27,	 Section	
20515],	the	site	engineer	and	administrative	staff	would	maintain	a	comprehensive	record	of	operations	on	
site.		The	following	activities	would	be	documented	and	included	in	the	operating	record:	

 Any	location	demonstration	required	by	CCR	Title	27,	Section	20270;	

 Inspection	 records,	 training	 records,	 and	notification	procedures	 required	by	CCR	Title	27,	Section	
20870;	

 Gas	monitoring	results	from	monitoring	and	any	remediation	plans	required	by	CCR	Title	27,	Section	
20919;	

 Closure	and	post‐closure	care	plans	as	required	by	CCR	Title	27,	Section	21780,	notice	of	 intent	 to	
close	the	unit	as	required	by	Section	21135,	notice	of	certification	of	closure	as	required	by	Section	
21880,	 deed	 notation	 as	 required	by	 Section	 21170,	 and	 any	 gas	monitoring,	 testing,	 or	 analytical	
data	as	required	by	40	CFR	258.61;	
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 Any	cost	estimates	and	financial	assurance	documentation	required	by	CCR	Title	27,	Sections	22221,	
22226,	21820	and	21840;	

 Demonstration,	 certification,	 finding,	 monitoring,	 testing,	 or	 analytical	 data	 required	 by	 40	 CFR	
Subpart	E	(Sections	258.50	to	258.58);	and	

 Closure	 and	post‐closure	 care	plans	 and	any	monitoring,	 testing,	 or	 analytical	data	 required	by	40	
CFR	Sections	258.60	and	258.61.	

	In	accordance	with	CCR	Title	27,	Section	20517,	approvals,	determinations	and	other	requirements	the	LEA	
is	allowed	to	make	under	Chapter	3,	Subchapter	4	shall	be	documented	in	writing	to	the	operator	and	placed	
in	the	operating	record.		Operating	records	for	the	site	would	be	maintained	by	the	operator	and	kept	at	the	
site	administration	office.		These	records	would	be	available	during	normal	business	hours	for	inspection	by	
authorized	representatives	of	those	regulatory	agencies	having	jurisdiction	over	the	landfill.	

As	a	component	of	the	operating	record,	the	disposal	site	records	would	also	be	kept	on	site	and	maintained	
by	the	operator	as	required	under	CCR	Title	27,	Section	20510.		The	following	landfilling	activities	would	be	
documented	in	the	disposal	site	records	in	a	manner	acceptable	to	the	LEA:	

 Accurate	record	of	weights	or	volumes;	

 Records	of	excavation	that	may	affect	site	safety;	

 Daily	log	book	or	file	of	unusual	activities,	such	as	fires	or	earthquakes;	

 Records	of	personnel	training	as	required	by	CCR	Title	27,	Section	20610;	and	

 Copies	of	written	notification	to	the	LEA,	the	local	health	agency	and	fire	authority	per	CCR	Title	27,	
Section	20615.	

3.2  ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING AND CONTROL SYSTEMS 

The	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 would	 incorporate	 various	 measures	 designed	 to	 eliminate,	 minimize	 or	
identify	potential	environmental	 impacts	and/or	nuisances.	 	These	measures	are	intended	to	allow	for	safe	
operating	procedures	 and	protection	of	public	health	and	 the	environment.	 	Appendix	A	provides	a	 list	of	
mitigation	measures	that	are	part	of	the	project	as	a	result	of	the	EIR	process	that	was	previously	completed	
for	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill.		The	following	environmental	monitoring	and	control	systems	that	
are	proposed	as	part	of	the	project	are	discussed	in	this	subsection:	

 Water	Quality	Monitoring	System;	

 Leachate	Control	and	Monitoring	Systems;	

 Landfill	Gas	Monitoring	and	Control	Systems;	

 Fire	Control	Measures;	

 Vector	and	Bird	Control	Measures;	

 Litter	Control	Measures;	

 Odor	Control	Measures;	
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 Dust	Control	Measures;	and	

 Noise	and	Vibration	Control	Measures.	

Figure	3‐18	shows	a	typical	landfill	cross‐section	which	includes	some	of	these	systems,	as	well	as	the	typical	
liner	and	final	cover	systems.	

In	addition,	the	applicant	 is	required	to	establish	an	interim	and	permanent	Citizen	Environmental	Review	
Panel,	which	in	turn	establishes	an	environmental	review	team	consisting	of	qualified	personnel	to	monitor	
the	 operations	 of	 the	 landfill.	 	 The	 Citizen	 Environment	 Review	Panel	 “shall	 be	 established	 by	 agreement	
between	the	applicant	and	the	cities	or	other	governmental	entities	agreeing	to	supply	waste	to	the	project.”		
The	Review	Board	would	be	established	once	waste	supply	agreements	are	in	place.		

3.2.1  Water Conveyance And Water Quality Monitoring System 

Figure	 3‐19,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 ‐	 Typical	 Landfill	 Cross‐Section	 Depicting	 Water/Leachate	
Drainage	 and	 Collection	 Paths,	 indicates	 a	 typical	 cross	 section	 of	 a	 landfill	 showing	 the	 three	 proposed	
water/liquid	control/management	systems.		As	shown,	groundwater	seeping	into	the	excavation	beneath	the	
landfill	 liner	 would	 be	 collected	 and	 transported	 away	 from	 the	 refuse	 prism	 by	 the	 subdrain	 collection	
system.		Liquids	collected	within	the	refuse	prism	would	be	managed	with	the	LCRS.		Surface	water	would	be	
controlled	by	a	system	of	drainage	control	features	installed	along	the	surface	of	the	landfill.			

3.2.1.1  Subdrain System 

A	 subdrain	 system	 is	 proposed	 even	 through	 the	 bottom	 subgrade	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 be	 located	 at	 a	
minimum	of	five	feet	above	the	highest	anticipated	groundwater	level.		Given	the	separation,	groundwater	is	
not	 anticipated	 to	 enter	 the	 landfill.	 	 The	 subdrain	 system	 would	 be	 constructed	 beneath	 the	 waste	
containment	 system	 in	 the	 floor	 areas	 to	 collect	 and	 control	 groundwater,	 if	 it	 intersects	 the	 subgrade	
excavation	along	the	bottom.		Water	from	the	subdrain	system	would	flow	to	a	holding	tank	in	the	ancillary	
facilities	area.			

As	a	contingency,	in	the	event	that	localized	groundwater	seeps	were	encountered	in	the	canyon	and/or	the	
proposed	cut	slopes,	the	water	would	also	be	managed	with	the	subdrain	system.		Seeps	encountered	above	
the	 active	 development	 area	 would	 be	 directed	 into	 the	 perimeter	 surface	 water	 control	 system	 (i.e.,	
perimeter	 channels).	 	 The	 design	would	 include	 provisions	 for	 a	 subdrain	 system	 beneath	 the	 composite	
liner	over	the	slope	areas.	

The	seeps	would	be	measured	 for	 flow	volume	 to	determine	 the	exact	design	of	 the	subdrain	collector.	 	A	
localized	 subdrain	 collection	 feature	would	 be	 installed	 once	 the	 liner	 construction	 reached	 the	 observed	
seep	elevation.		A	chimney	drain	would	be	constructed	consisting	of	either	a	geonet	or	trench‐type	collector	
depending	on	measured	flows.21		A	geonet	strip	collector	would	be	constructed	and	used	for	lower	flow	seeps	

																																																													
21		 A	geonet	strip	collector	would	be	constructed	and	used	for	lower	flow	seeps	and	placed	from	the	seep	to	the	next	lower	bench	into	a	

section	of	slotted	pipe	surrounded	with	gravel	and	wrapped	 in	geotextile.	 	The	slotted	pipe	would	 transition	 to	solid	pipe	gravity	
flowing	to	the	floor	area	subdrain	system.		Higher	flow	seeps	may	warrant	a	trench	collector	type	chimney	drain,	in	which	a	trench	
would	be	cut	into	the	side	slope	from	the	next	lower	bench	up	to	the	seep.		The	trench,	which	would	be	sized	to	accommodate	the	flow	
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and	placed	from	the	seep	to	the	next	lower	bench	into	a	section	of	slotted	pipe	surrounded	with	gravel	and	
wrapped	in	geotextile.		The	slotted	pipe	will	transition	to	solid	pipe	gravity	flowing	to	the	floor	area	subdrain	
system.		Higher	flow	seeps	may	warrant	a	trench	collector	type	chimney	drain.		A	trench	will	be	cut	into	the	
side	slope	from	the	next	lower	bench	up	to	the	seep.		The	trench	will	be	filled	with	gravel	and	wrapped	with	
geotextile.		A	perforated	pipe	can	also	be	added	for	additional	flow	capacity.		The	trench	size	will	be	dictated	
by	 flow	 rates.	 	The	 trench	 collector	will	 connect	 at	 the	bench	and	eventually	 to	 the	 floor	 subdrain	 system	
similar	to	the	geonet	collector.	

A	permit	from	the	RWQCB	would	be	required	to	discharge	the	groundwater	collected	by	the	subdrain	system	
from	the	holding	tank	to	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		The	discharge	is	regulated	under	RWQCB	Order	No.	2001‐
96.		If	a	measureable	accumulation	of	groundwater	in	the	collection	tank	were	to	occur,	the	water	could	be	
used	for	dust	control	on	covered	areas.			

The	 subdrain	 system	 discharge	 would	 be	 monitored	 for	 contamination	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 WDR	
parameters.	 	 Any	 contaminated	 water	 would	 be	 treated	 at	 the	 site	 using	 the	 RO	 system	 or	 would	 be	
transported	to	an	appropriate	off‐site	disposal	facility.			

3.2.1.2  Surface Water Drainage Facilities  

A	SWPPP	and	Monitoring	Program	and	Reporting	Requirements	(MPRR)	have	been	prepared	for	the	landfill	
in	accordance	with	NPDES	General	Permit	requirements	and	is	provided	as	Appendix	D	to	the	JTD.		To	obtain	
authorization	 for	 industrial	 stormwater	 discharge,	 the	 landfill	 must	 comply	 with	 a	 General	 Permit	 to	
Discharge	Stormwater	Associated	with	Industrial	and	Construction	Activities.			

The	 primary	 function	 of	 the	 surface	 water	 drainage	 control	 system	 would	 be	 to	 divert	 and	 convey	
stormwater	flows	in	a	controlled	manner,	to	minimize	erosion,	channel/control	sediment	and	to	inhibit	the	
potential	infiltration	of	surface	water	run‐on	or	precipitation	into	the	refuse	disposal	areas.		The	final	surface	
water	 drainage	 control	 plan	 is	 shown	 on	 Figure	 3‐20,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 ‐	 Final	 Surface	
Drainage	Plan.		The	interim	and	final	surface	water	drainage	control	facilities	are	designed	to	carry	100‐year,	
24‐hour	storm	event	runoff	volumes.22					

Surface	water	control	at	 the	site	would	be	handled	by	two	separate	systems,	one	collecting	and	conveying	
water	 from	 undisturbed	 areas	 and	 the	 other	 collecting	 and	 conveying	 water	 from	 disturbed	 areas.	 	 The	
system	for	undisturbed	areas	would	collect	and	convey	run‐on	from	the	surrounding	areas	as	well	as	runoff	
from	 the	 undisturbed	 areas	within	 the	 refuse	 footprint.	 	 The	 perimeter	 storm	 drain	 (PSD)	 system	would	
consist	of	above	ground	perimeter	drainage	channels	(i.e.,	the	eastern	and	western	perimeter	channels)	and	

																																																																																																																																																																																																																						
rates,	would	be	filled	with	gravel	and	wrapped	with	geotextile.		A	perforated	pipe	could	be	added	for	additional	flow	capacity.		The	
trench	collector	would	connect	at	the	bench	and	would	flow	to	the	floor	subdrain	system	similar	to	the	geonet	collector.	

22		 The	Rational	Method	for	hydrology	analysis	was	used	to	predict	the	100‐year	runoff	peak	for	the	drainage	areas	(see	Section	4.14,	
Surface	Hydrology,	of	this	EIS).	
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FIGURE

Source: BAS, 2000; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
Gregory Canyon

Aplicant's Proposed Alternative - Final Surface Drainage Plan
3-20
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energy	 dissipaters.	 	 The	 trapezoidal	 perimeter	 drainage	 channels	 would	 be	 constructed	 of	 reinforced	
concrete.			

A	portion	of	the	eastern	channel,	which	would	be	three	feet	wide	at	the	base	and	four	feet	deep	with	a	one	to	
one	side	slope,	would	be	constructed	in	the	initial	construction	phase	to	accommodate	flows	from	the	upper	
eastern	 slopes	 of	 the	 canyon.	 	 The	 PSD	 channels,	which	would	 control	 run‐on	 from	 adjacent	 areas	 to	 the	
landfill,	would	be	completed	moving	up	canyon	as	the	landfill	is	developed.			

The	western	perimeter	channel	 is	sized	to	accommodate	the	water	volume	associated	with	a	simultaneous	
rupture	 of	 the	 existing	 Pipelines	 1	 and	 2	 during	 a	 24‐hour	 storm	 event.23	 	 The	 refuse	 fill	 slopes	 directly	
adjacent	to	the	western	perimeter	channel	may	also	be	armored24	to	prevent	excessive	erosion	to	the	refuse	
cover	material	and	possible	surface	water	infiltration	due	to	a	pipeline	rupture.	 	(The	size	of	the	perimeter	
drains	could	be	reduced	if	the	existing	and	future	pipelines	were	relocated	further	to	the	west.)	

Construction	 of	 the	 final	 western	 perimeter	 channel	 would	 begin	 during	 the	 Phase	 II	 excavation.	 	 The	
western	channel,	which	would	be	four	feet	wide	at	the	base	and	5.5	feet	deep	with	a	one	to	one	side	slope,	
would	 handle	 flows	 from	 the	 off‐site	 surrounding	 areas	 and	 the	 undisturbed	 areas	 within	 the	 refuse	
footprint.			

The	perimeter	channels	would	discharge	into	infiltration	areas	at	approximately	the	same	discharge	point	as	
the	eastern	and	western	desilting	basins,	located	near	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		Discharge	velocities	would	
be	maintained	at	less	than	or	equal	to	pre‐development	conditions	through	the	use	of	energy	dissipaters.	

The	second	drainage	control	system	would	collect	and	convey	run‐off	from	only	the	disturbed	areas	within	
the	refuse	footprint.		This	system	will	consist	of	a	buried	drainage	pipe,	engineered	grading,	drainage	berms,	
downdrains,	 and	 energy	 dissipaters,	 and	 two	 desilting	 basins.	 	Water	 from	 the	 desilting	 basins	would	 be	
monitored	at	 two	 locations	on‐site.	 	 Earthen	berms	 constructed	along	 the	outer	 edges	of	 the	decks	would	
intercept	 stormwater	 flows	 and	 direct	 the	 water	 into	 the	 downdrains,	 which	would	 convey	 the	water	 to	
buried	 drainage	 pipes	 installed	 parallel	 to	 the	 eastern	 and	western	 perimeter	 channels.	 	 The	 downdrains	
would	be	perpendicular	to	slope	contours	and	located	atop,	and	anchored	into,	the	final	landfill	surface.		The	
downdrains	 would	 be	 extended	 up	 completed	 side	 slopes	 of	 the	 landfill	 as	 the	 filling	 progresses.	 	 The	
downdrains	would	also	have	inlets	at	each	bench	to	accommodate	flows	along	the	inside	edge	of	the	benches	
resulting	 from	 stormwater	 from	 the	 landfill	 side	 slopes.	 	 The	 downdrains	 would	 outlet	 into	 the	 buried	
drainage	pipes	that	would	discharge	into	the	desilting	basins.		Based	on	the	engineering	design	requirements	
the	 calculated	 basin	 efficiency	 would	 accommodate	 a	 disturbed	 area	 within	 the	 refuse	 footprint	 of	
approximately	75‐acres	at	any	time	over	the	life	of	the	project.		(Basin	design	and	efficiency	calculations	are	
included	in	the	JTD.)	

In	addition	to	the	drainage	control	system,	a	combination	of	BMPs,	including	erosion	control	mats,	coir	logs,	
straw	wattle,	 straw/hay	bale	check	dames,	mulching,	and	hydroseeding	to	promote	the	establishment	of	a	

																																																													
23		 Pipelines	1	and	2	carry	treated	(chlorinated)	water.		
24		 Armor	refers	to	slope	protection	 in	the	form	of	a	product	 like	Armorflex	or	an	equivalent.	 	Armorflex	 is	constructed	from	concrete	

blocks	interlaced	with	fiber	cables	to	facilitate	drainage	while	minimizing	erosion.	
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vegetative	barrier	to	minimize	exposure	of	soil	from	the	elements,	would	be	implemented	in	accordance	with	
NPDES	requirements	as	outlined	in	the	site	specific	SWPPP.	 	Figure	3‐21,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	
Phase	 I	 Typical	BMP	 Implementation,	 shows	 the	 location	 and	 types	 of	 BMPs	 that	may	 be	 used	 to	 control	
stormwater	 flows	 in	 Phase	 I.	 	 Figure	 3‐22,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 ‐	 BMP	 Details	 and	 Sections,	
presents	BMP	details	and	sections.	 	Once	an	area	of	the	landfill	 is	completed,	or	intermediate	cover	placed,	
and	 native	 vegetation	 reaches	 a	 state	 of	 70	 percent	 coverage	 based	 on	 pre‐development	 conditions,	 the	
stormwater	flows	from	that	area	would	be	diverted	into	the	perimeter	drainage	channels,	which	would	not	
discharge	downstream	into	the	desilting	basins.	

The	 buried	 perimeter	 drainage	 pipes	 used	 for	 the	 disturbed	 areas	 could	 be	 reactivated	 during	 the	 post‐
closure	maintenance	period.		Any	routine	cover	repairs,	which	result	in	significant	disturbance	to	the	ground	
surface,	may	cause	silt	loading.		Therefore,	until	native	vegetation	is	re‐established,	any	storm	water	would	
be	discharged	to	the	basins.	

Within	the	ancillary	facilities	area	the	project	would	implement	dry	management	controls	for	sediment	(i.e.,	
sweeping)	as	well	as	the	use	of	absorbents	for	oil	and	gas	releases.		The	project	would	also	include	a	storm	
drain	 inlet	 or	 outflow	 device	 from	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	 (e.g.,	 oil‐water	 separators	 or	 other	 filtering	
devices	 required	 by	 the	 County	 stormwater	 discharge	 requirements)	 to	 protect	 surface	 water	 quality.		
Stormwater	from	the	facilities	area	would	be	directed	to	a	bioswale	located	to	the	west	of	the	facilities	area	
with	structural	media	filtration	prior	to	entering	the	bioswale.		Drainage	from	the	landfill	access	road	and	the	
bridge	would	be	to	bioswales	located	on	the	east	and	west	sides	of	the	road	and	bridge,	with	structural	media	
filtration.		

3.2.1.2.1 Desilting Basins  

The	desilting	 basins	 act	 as	 the	 secondary	BMP	 to	minimize	 transport	 of	 sediment	 off	 site.25	 	 The	desilting	
basins	are	passive	systems	that	collect	and	settle	soil	particles	out	of	the	water	in	a	finite	time	period.		The	
capacity	 of	 desilting	 basins	 is	 based	 on	 the	 potential	 volume	 of	 silt	 generated	 from	 the	 contributing	
watershed	area	and	is	determined	based	on	the	Universal	Soil	Loss	Equation	(USLE).		One	of	the	coefficients	
in	the	USLE	is	an	empirical	value	that	is	a	summation	of	individual	storm	products	of	the	kinetic	energy	of	
rainfall,	 in	 hundreds	 of	 foot‐tons	 per	 acre,	 and	 the	 maximum	 rainfall	 intensity,	 in	 inches	 per	 hour	 of	 all	
significant	 storms	 on	 an	 average	 annual	 basis.	 	 As	 discussed	 above,	 the	 project	 includes	 two	 separate	
drainage	 control	 systems,	 one	 to	handle	 stormwater	 flows	 from	surrounding	areas	and	undisturbed	areas	
within	 the	 refuse	 footprint	 and	 the	 second	 to	 handle	 runoff	 from	 the	 disturbed	 areas	 within	 the	 refuse	
footprint.		Only	flows	from	the	disturbed	areas	within	the	refuse	footprint	would	be	directed	to	the	desilting	
basins.	 	 Therefore,	 basin	 efficiency	 calculations	 rendered	 the	 maximum	 disturbed	 area	 that	 could	 be	

																																																													
25		 The	proposed	desilting	basins	for	the	project	have	been	designed	using	a	10‐year,	6‐hour	storm	event	and	based	on	available	data	for	

site	conditions	a	0.02	mm	grain	size.		The	proposed	basins	could	handle	runoff	from	an	approximately	75	acre	area	within	the	refuse	
footprint	at	any	given	time	over	the	 life	of	the	project.	 	The	calculations	indicate	that	the	proposed	basins	have	adequate	size	and	
capacity	to	provide	settling	velocities	of	less	than	the	0.00096	ft/sec,	and	consequently	the	settlement	efficiencies	recommended	in	
the	BMP	Handbook.	



��������������	
������������	����	��������������������������������	�	���
�������������� ��� 

�	
���������������������������	��	����	������� 



FIGURE

Source: BAS, 2000; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
Gregory Canyon

Applicant's Proposed Alternative - BMP Details and Sections
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maintained	 at	 any	 given	 time	 over	 the	 life	 of	 the	 project	 including	 active	 operations	 and	 the	 post‐closure	
maintenance	period.26	

The	buried	drainage	pipes	would	discharge	to	the	eastern	and	western	desilting	basins,	which	are	shown	in	
Figure	3‐23,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Desilting	Basins.		The	purpose	of	the	basins	would	be	to	reduce	
the	amount	of	silt	ultimately	discharged	from	the	landfill	site.		The	basins	are	designed	to	settle	out	material	
in	the	medium	silt	range	and	would	not	retain	water.		Table	3‐4,	Characteristics	Of	Desilting	Basins,	provides	
the	characteristics	of	the	two	desilting	basins.	

Table 3‐4 
 

Characteristics Of Desilting Basins 
	

Characteristic  Eastern Desilting Basin  Western Desilting Basin 

Acres	 1.8	acres	 3.7	acres	
Length		 375	feet	 675	feet	
Width	 350	feet	 250	feet	
Depth	 20	feet	 20	feet	
Capacity	 15	acre‐feet;	32,500	tons	of	silt	 18.4	acre‐feet;	40,000	tons	of	silt	

   

Source:  Bryan A. Stirrat & Associates, 2011 

	

Both	the	western	perimeter	trapezoidal	channel	and	the	buried	drainage	pipe	would	cross	the	existing	First	
San	Diego	Aqueduct	easement	adjacent	to	the	western	desilting	basin.		At	this	location	the	perimeter	channel	
would	 have	 a	 cutoff	 wall	 on	 the	 upstream	 and	 downstream	 side	 of	 the	 crossing	 to	 prevent	 water	 from	
undermining	the	aqueduct.		The	crossing	would	be	reinforced	with	extra	concrete	and	steel.	

The	eastern	desilting	basin	and	the	discharge	point	for	the	eastern	perimeter	channel	would	outflow	to	an	
infiltration	area	as	identified	in	the	SWPPP	and	then	into	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	in	extreme	rainfall	events,	in	
order	 to	mimic	 the	 pre‐development	 condition.	 	 The	western	 desilting	 basin	 and	 discharge	 point	 for	 the	
western	perimeter	channel	would	also	outlet	to	an	infiltration	area	as	indentified	in	the	SWPPP.			

Before	each	rainy	season,	after	each	major	storm,	and	monthly	during	the	rainy	season,	all	drainage	facilities	
would	 be	 inspected	 and	 any	 required	 maintenance	 performed	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 drainage	 channels	 and	
desilting	basins	function	properly.		Any	silt	collected	in	the	basins	would	be	used	as	daily	cover.	

																																																													
26		 J.	Ateshian	empirically	derived	an	equation	in	1974	(as	a	supplement	to	the	USLE),	which	is	applicable	for	Southern	California.		The	

equation	 (R=16.55xP2.2)	 uses	 two‐year,	 six‐hour	 rainfall	 data	 (P),	 and	 the	 product	 R	 is	 used	 in	 the	USLE	 equation	 to	 estimate	
potential	silt	volumes.		The	author	empirically	determined	that	the	ten‐year,	six‐hour	rainfall	event	most	closely	models	the	average	
rainfall	event	that	watersheds	will	experience,	year	after	year.		This	model	yields	the	best	estimate	of	potential	sediment	deposits	in	a	
particular	 desilting	 basin	 on	 an	 annual	 basis.	 	 In	 conjunction	 with	 these	 design	 guidelines	 the	 California	 Storm	Water	 Best	
Management	Practice	(BMP)	Handbook	was	also	used.	



3.0  Description of Alternatives    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 3‐66	 	

3.2.1.3  Surface Water Monitoring 

Surface	 water	 monitoring	 would	 be	 conducted	 to	 provide	 the	 RWQCB	 with	 data	 on	 the	 operational	 site	
containment	 system	 effectiveness.	 	 Surface	 water	 monitoring	 would	 be	 conducted	 to	 monitor	 seasonal	
surface	 water	 run‐off	 at	 three	 proposed	 locations	 (see	 Figure	 3‐24,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 ‐	
Proposed	Detection	Monitoring	Network),	 including	 samples	within	 the	 landfill	 area	 (at	 the	 bottom	 of	 the	
canyon,	if	water	is	present),	and	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	up	and	downstream	of	the	point	where	the	
canyon	 intersects	 the	 river.	 	 Following	 a	 significant	 rain	 event,	 sampling	 and	 testing	 of	 a	 downstream	
(compliance)	location	(GCSW‐2)	for	the	routine	monitoring	parameters	would	occur	in	accordance	with	the	
site	WDRs.	 	Surface	water	monitoring	would	be	performed	on	a	quarterly	basis	in	accordance	with	the	site	
WDRs	issued	by	the	RWQCB.	

3.2.1.4  Groundwater Monitoring 

The	 groundwater	monitoring	 program	would	 be	 implemented	 at	 the	 site	 in	 accordance	with	 state	 water	
protection	 requirements	under	27	CCR,	Chapter	3,	 Subchapter	3,	Article	1	 (Article	1)	 through	site	 specific	
WDRs	issued	by	the	RWQCB.		A	Detection	Monitoring	Program	(DMP)	has	been	implemented	on	the	site.		The	
basis	 of	 the	 groundwater	monitoring	 system	design	 is	 the	 results	 of	 the	hydrogeologic	 investigations	 that	
have	 occurred	 on	 the	 site,	 current	 site	 conditions,	 and	 the	 DMP.	 	 (The	 hydrogeologic	 investigations	 are	
summarized	in	Section	4.9,	Hydrogeology,	of	this	EIS.)		The	monitoring	program	would	include	downgradient	
wells	to	collect	representative	samples	of	groundwater	at	the	downgradient	limit	of	the	landfill,	or	“point	of	
compliance,”	and	upgradient	wells	to	collect	samples	of	groundwater	that	are	representative	of	“background”	
conditions.	 	 In	 addition,	 cross‐hole	 testing	 was	 performed	 after	 well	 construction	 to	 verify	 that	 there	 is	
hydraulic	 connectivity	 between	 wells	 and	 that	 the	 monitoring	 wells,	 as	 currently	 constructed,	 would	 be	
capable	of	detecting	a	contaminant	because	all	fractures	are	recharged	from	the	same	source.	

As	shown	on	Figure	3‐24,	the	proposed	monitoring	well	network	would	include	a	total	of	20	wells.		Table	3‐5,	
Groundwater	 Detection	 Monitoring	 Network,	 shows	 the	 groundwater	 detection	 monitoring	 network,	
including	monitoring	wells	and	wells	 that	would	 serve	as	measuring	 stations.	 	As	 shown	 in	Table	3‐5,	 the	
proposed	groundwater	network	would	include	14	fractured	bedrock	wells,	six	weathered	bedrock	wells,	and	
three	alluvial	wells.		In	addition,	the	system	would	include	two	alluvial	“sentry”	wells	that	would	be	located	
downgradient	of	the	point	of	compliance.			

Specifically,	 existing	 wells	 GLA‐2,	 GLA‐12,	 GLA‐13,	 GLA‐A,	 GLA‐D,	 GLA‐E,	 and	 GLA‐F	 would	 monitor	 the	
downgradient	water	quality	in	addition	to	three	new	wells	(GLA‐1D,	GLA‐BD	and	GLA‐CD)	constructed	at	the	
toe	of	the	landfill,	while	existing	wells	GLA‐4,	GLA‐5,	GLA‐11,	and	proposed	wells	GLA‐18	(located	on	the	east	
side	of	 the	 landfill	 footprint)	would	be	background/cross‐gradient	wells.	 	Of	 these	wells	only	well	GLA‐18	
cannot	 be	 constructed	 prior	 to	 landfill	 operation	 because	 of	 the	 steep	 and	 currently	 inaccessible	 location	
proposed.		GLA‐18	would	be	constructed	following	grading	of	the	electrical	utility	pad	as	part	of	relocation	of	
the	transmission	lines.		In	addition,	existing	wells	GLA‐1,	GLA‐4	and	GLA‐8,	which	are	located	in	the	fractured	
(unweathered	bedrock),	and	existing	wells	GLA‐3,	GLA‐7,	GLA‐10,	GMW‐2,	and	GMP‐2,	which	are	located	in	
the	 weathered	 bedrock,	 would	 serve	 as	 water	 level	 measuring	 stations.	 	 Existing	 wells	 #34	 	 (SLRMWD	
designations)	and	GLA‐16	would	serve	as	the	alluvial	sentry	wells	downgradient	of	the	point	of	compliance.		
The	water	quality	monitoring	program	would	also	include	monitoring	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	valley	from	
existing	 well	 Lucio	 Dairy	 #R2	 and	 GMW‐3,	 located	 upgradient	 of	 the	 project	 area.	 	 Wells	 such	 as	



FIGURE

Source: BAS, 2000; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
Gregory Canyon

Applicant's Proposed Alternative - Desilting Basins
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FIGURE

Source: BAS, 2000; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
Gregory Canyon

Applicant's Proposed Alternative - Proposed Detection Monitoring Network
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GLA‐7	 and	 GLA‐8	 that	 are	 located	 within	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 would	 be	 used	 as	 water	 level	 measuring	
stations	until	they	are	formally	abandoned	prior	to	landfill	development	in	that	area.			

	Based	 on	 RWQCB	 guidelines	 to	 obtain	 up	 to	 16	 baseline	 data	 points	 to	 characterize	 naturally	 occurring	
water	quality	of	 the	site	prior	 to	 receiving	waste,	 the	groundwater	monitoring	network	and	surface	water	
monitoring	points	were	 sampled	and	 tested	quarterly	 for	 the	entire	 constituents	of	 concern	 (COCs)	 list	of	
analytes	to	develop	a	statistical	database	of	background	water	quality	chemistries.		Samples	were	collected	at	
existing	 bedrock	monitoring	wells	GLA‐2,	 GLA‐4,	 GLA‐5,	 GLA‐11,	 GLA‐12,	GLA‐13,	GLA‐14,	GLA‐A	 through	
GLA‐G,	and	alluvial	wells	GMW‐3,	Lucio	#2R,	SLRMWD	#34R.		Now	that	the	database	has	been	established,	
the	groundwater	chemistry	data	is	sufficient	to	be	analyzed	for	statistical	significance	in	accordance	with	27	
CCR,	 Section	 20415	 when	 waste	 placement	 begins.	 	 The	 results	 and	 interpretation	 of	 the	 data	 obtained	
during	 sampling	would	be	 reported	 to	 the	RWQCB	on	 a	quarterly	basis	 or	 as	 specified	 in	 the	 site‐specific	
WDRs.	 	The	data	would	include	the	rate	and	groundwater	flow	direction	determined	from	measurement	of	
depths	 to	 groundwater	 in	 the	 monitoring	 wells	 and	 water	 level	 measuring	 stations;	 a	 description	 of	 the	
sampling	 and	 analytical	 methods	 and	 laboratory	 quality	 control	 procedures;	 and	 a	 summary	 of	 landfill	
recordkeeping	 and	 on‐site	 inspections.	 	 This	 data	 would	 also	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	Municipal	
Water	District	as	required	in	the	agreement	with	Gregory	Canyon,	Ltd.	

After	landfill	construction	begins,	sampling	would	also	include	collection	of	liquid	from	the	subdrain	system,	
the	leak	detection/drainage	layer	between	the	upper	composite	liner	and	lower	HDPE	liner	and	the	LCRS.		If	
liquid	 is	present	 in	the	subdrain	system	and	leak	detection/drainage	 layer,	the	monitoring	program	would	

Table 3‐5 
 

Groundwater Detection Monitoring Network 
	

Monitored Zone Well Name  Designation  Well Position 

Fractured (Unweathered) 
Bedrock 

GLA-4, GLA-5, GLA-11, and GLA-18* 

Monitoring Well 

Upgradient 
(Background)/ 
Cross-gradient 

GLA‐1D*,	GLA‐2,	GLA‐12,	GLA‐13,	GLA‐
A,	GLA‐BD*,	GLA‐CD*,	GLA‐D,	GLA‐E	

and	GLA‐F

Downgradient 
(Compliance) 

GMW‐4,	GLA‐1	and	GLA‐8 
Water	Level	

Measuring	Station 
Not	Applicable 

Weathered	Bedrock 

GMW‐1,	GLA‐B,	GLA‐C,	GLA‐G,	GLA‐14
and	GLA‐19*

Monitoring	Well 
Downgradient	
(Compliance)

GLA‐3,	GLA‐7,	GLA‐10,	GMW‐2	and	
GMP‐2

Water	Level	
Measuring	Station 

Not	Applicable 

Alluvium 

Lucio	#2R

Monitoring	Well 

Background

GMW‐3	and	GLA‐2A*	 Downgradient	
(Compliance)	

GLA‐16,	SLRMWD	#34R	 Downgradient/Sentry 
   

*  Proposed well, not currently constructed 
 
Source:  Bryan A. Stirrat & Associates, 2011 
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include	 analysis	 for	 the	 constituents	 included	 in	 the	 groundwater	 and	 surface	water	monitoring	 program	
(the	quarterly	MPars).		If	groundwater	were	collected	in	the	subdrain,	following	review	of	the	analytical	data,	
it	would	either	be	used	on	site	or	discharged	to	the	river	under	an	approved	NPDES	permit	for	point	source	
discharge.	

The	 LCRS	would	 be	 sampled	 upon	 the	 first	 collection	 of	 leachate	 and	 thereafter	 annually	 in	 October	 and	
analyzed	 for	 all	 of	 the	 COCs	 as	 listed	 in	 40	 CFR	 Part	 258,	 Appendix	 II.	 	 Any	 constituent	 identified	 in	 the	
October	 leachate	 sample	 that	 is	 not	 currently	 included	 as	 a	 water	 quality	 monitoring	 parameter	 and	 is	
confirmed	to	be	present	by	a	retest	sample	would	be	added	to	the	 list	of	routine	(quarterly)	water	quality	
MPars	or	addressed	as	indicated	in	the	site‐specific	WDRs.			

The	more	extensive	analytical	program	for	COCs	would	be	conducted	every	five	years	for	each	media	(e.g.,	
groundwater,	 surface	 water,	 leachate,	 leak	 detection/drainage	 layer	 liquid,	 and	 subdrain).	 	 Any	 COCs	
identified	 in	 a	 sample	 and	 verified	 by	 retest	 would	 be	 added	 to	 the	 list	 of	 routine	 analytes.	 	 In	 addition,	
whenever	a	new	background	well	is	added	to	the	DMP,	the	new	well	would	be	sampled	quarterly	for	the	full	
40	 CFR	 258,	 Appendix	 II	 suite	 of	 COCs,	 as	 necessary,	 in	 order	 to	 establish	 the	 16	 data	 point	 background	
database	for	groundwater	chemistry	in	the	new	well.			

3.2.1.4.1  Groundwater Treatment Systems 

Reverse Osmosis System 

The	 Agreement	 between	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 Municipal	 Water	 District	 and	 the	 applicant	 (see	 Appendix	 C)	
requires	the	installation	of	a	RO	system.	 	As	shown	in	Figure	3‐9,	a	50‐gallon	per	minute	(gpm)	RO	system	
would	 be	 installed	 in	 the	 southwestern	 portion	 of	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area.	 	 The	 RO	 equipment	 and	
interconnecting	piping	would	be	constructed	above	ground	inside	a	concrete	containment	area	which	would	
be	secured	with	a	slatted	chain	link	fence.	

The	RO	system	would	provide	a	groundwater	treatment	facility	in	the	event	that	groundwater	impacts	were	
identified.		If	the	RO	system	were	to	be	needed,	impacted	groundwater	would	be	supplied	to	the	RO	system	
influent	tank	from	the	groundwater	monitoring	wells,	any	dedicated	groundwater	extraction	wells	installed	
as	 part	 of	 a	 corrective	 action	 program,	 or	 from	 the	 subdrain	 collection	 system	 that	would	 be	 part	 of	 the	
overall	 waste	 containment	 and	 environmental	 monitoring	 system.	 	 The	 sizing	 of	 the	 unit	 is	 based	 on	
treatment	 of	 groundwater	 associated	 with	 a	 release	 to	 the	 bedrock	 aquifer.	 	 Typical	 pumping	 rates	 for	
bedrock	wells	at	the	project	site	range	from	about	one	to	five	gpm.		Estimated	subdrain	peak	flow	is	about	
2,000	gallons	per	day	 (one	 to	 two	gallons	per	minute).	 	Under	 these	 conditions,	 the	proposed	50	gpm	RO	
system	could	accommodate	pumping	and	groundwater	treatment	from	the	subdrain	system	and/or	several	
wells.27			

The	RO	system	would	be	activated	if	it	were	determined	to	be	the	best	method	for	treatment	of	groundwater.		
The	primary	constituent	that	the	RO	system	would	remove	is	total	dissolved	solids	(TDS).		The	RO	treatment	
would	involve	the	separation	of	TDS	from	water	by	applying	pressure	to	a	feed	stream	passing	over	a	semi‐

																																																													
27		 The	RO	system	has	been	designed	to	handle	peak	flows	from	the	subdrain,	which	are	estimated	to	be	2,000	gallons	per	day.		The	RO	

capacity	is	50	gpm	or	72,000	gallons	per	day.		However,	the	capacity	of	the	RO	unit	could	be	increased	in	the	future,	if	necessary.			
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permeable	 membrane,	 thereby	 inducing	 flow	 of	 water	 molecules	 through	 the	 membrane,	 leaving	 the	
dissolved	solids	on	 the	 influent	side.	 	The	RO	system	creates	 two	effluent	streams,	 the	reduced	TDS	water	
that	passed	through	the	membrane	(clean	water)	and	the	elevated	TDS	solution	(brine)	that	remains	on	the	
feed	side	of	the	membrane.	

If	necessary,	 the	effluent	 (clean	water)	would	be	stored	 in	a	 tank	and	 then	used	on	site,	or	with	approved	
permits,	discharged	to	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River.	 	The	water	would	meet	a	standard	of	500	parts	per	million	
(ppm)	of	TDS.		The	brine,	which	would	be	the	end	waste	product	that	contains	the	larger	TDS	particles	in	a	
concentrated	 liquid,	would	be	collected	 in	a	tank	and	hauled	off	site	 for	disposal.	 	 It	 is	anticipated	that	the	
brine	would	be	taken	to	the	Hale	Avenue	Resource	Recovery	Facility	in	Escondido	or	a	similar	facility.	

3.2.1.4.2  Granular Activated Carbon 

Since	VOCs	are	generally	the	constituents	that	are	associated	with	Class	III	 landfills	that	need	removal	and	
treatment	 from	groundwater,	 the	RO	 system	would	be	 constructed	 to	 allow	 for	 the	addition	of	 a	granular	
activated	carbon	(GAC)	system.28		The	major	components	of	the	GAC	treatment	system	would	include:	

 Influent	equalization	tank;	

 Two	influent	transfer	pumps;	

 Pre‐filtration	system;	

 Two	2,000‐pound	GAC	vessels;	and	

 Effluent	surge	tank.	

The	influent	tank	would	be	used	to	maintain	a	steady	flow	through	the	GAC	vessels	and	to	accommodate	GAC	
backwash	water	for	re‐processing.	 	The	influent	transfer	pump	would	be	controlled	by	high‐	and	low‐level	
switches	 in	 the	 influent	 tank	 and,	when	 operating,	would	maintain	 a	 constant	 flow	 rate	 to	 the	 treatment	
system.	 	 A	 pre‐filtration	 system	 would	 be	 required	 to	 minimize	 transfer	 of	 suspended	 matter	 from	 the	
influent	 to	 the	GAC	vessels.	 	 It	 is	 expected	 that	 the	GAC	adsorption	 system	would	operate	under	pressure	
(about	10‐15	pounds	per	square	inch	[psi]),	and	would	be	transferred	directly	to	an	effluent	surge	tank	or	an	
effluent	transfer	pump.		The	treated	effluent	would	then	be	pumped	to	the	RO	system.		

It	 is	anticipated	 that	 two	GAC	adsorption	vessels	would	operate	 in	parallel.	 	Periodic	backwashing	may	be	
required	 to	 remove	 trapped	 suspended	 matter	 and	 biofouling	 matter	 that	 accumulates	 on	 the	 GAC	 bed.		
During	 backwash,	 one	 GAC	 vessel	 would	 remain	 in	 operation	 while	 the	 second	 vessel	 undergoes	
backwashing.	 	Water	from	the	backwash	process	would	be	circulated	to	the	influent	tank	for	re‐treatment.		
Since	 the	 filtration	 system	would	 be	 installed	 ahead	of	 the	GAC	 vessels,	 a	monthly	 backwash	of	 each	unit	
would	occur.	

3.2.2  Leachate Control and Monitoring Systems 

Leachate	 is	 generated	 when	 water	 passing	 through	 the	 landfill	 comes	 in	 contact	 with	 the	 buried	 waste.		
Potential	 sources	 of	water	 include	 precipitation,	 surface	water	 from	 surrounding	 areas	 draining	 onto	 the	
																																																													
28		 The	GAC	would	be	used	in	the	event	of	a	release	and	implementation	of	a	CAP	under	the	reasonably	foreseeable	release	scenario.	
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landfill,	and/or	moisture	contained	within	the	waste.		The	composition	of	leachate	is	highly	dependent	on	the	
types	of	waste	 in	the	 landfill.	 	Any	 liquids	not	absorbed	by	the	trash	which	migrate	to	bottom	and	interior	
slopes	of	the	refuse	prism	would	be	collected	in	the	lLCRS,	which	would	be	installed	over	the	bottom	liner	
(Figure	3‐25,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	LCRS/Subdrain	System	Layout	Plan).	

The	proposed	LCRS	would	meet	or	exceed	minimum	state	and	federal	regulations.		The	quantity	of	leachate	
expected	 to	 be	 generated	 within	 the	 lined	 portion	 of	 the	 landfill	 was	 estimated	 by	 modeling	 the	 water	
balance	 in	 the	 site.	 	 The	 LCRS	 is	 designed	 to	 collect	 and	 remove	 a	 minimum	 of	 twice	 the	 anticipated	
maximum	daily	volume	of	leachate	generated	within	the	refuse	prism	and	would	maintain	less	than	a	30‐cm	
(12	in.)	depth	of	leachate	over	the	composite	liner	system.	

In	 the	 bottom	 area,	 the	 LCRS	would	 consist	 of	 a	 continuous	 gravel	 blanket	 and	 integrated	 drainage	 pipe	
collection	network	made	up	of	lateral	collectors	and	a	mainline	pipe.		For	slope	areas	with	a	gradient	of	5:1	
(horizontal	to	vertical)	or	steeper,	leachate	would	flow	down	the	slope	to	the	interior	benches	on	top	of	the	
uppermost	 HDPE	 containment	 layer.	 	 The	 leachate	 would	 be	 captured	 in	 the	 pipe	 and	 gravel	 collection	
system	constructed	on	the	benches,	which	would	be	connected	to	the	bottom	area	LCRS	pipe	network.		The	
LCRS	 laterals	 and	 bench	 collection	 piping	would	 discharge	 into	 a	mainline	 placed	 down	 the	 center	 of	 the	
refuse	area.			

The	entire	LCRS	system	is	designed	to	drain	by	gravity	flow	to	a	solid	outfall	pipe	located	at	the	northwest	
corner	of	the	refuse	prism,	which	would	be	connected	to	two	10,000‐gallon	leachate	collection	storage	tanks	
located	 in	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area.29	 	 The	 storage	 tanks	 would	 be	monitored	
routinely	by	the	operator	in	accordance	with	WDRs.		If	liquid	is	detected	during	a	water	quality	monitoring	
event,	a	grab	sample	would	be	taken	and	analyzed	in	accordance	with	the	WDRs.		Leachate	collected	in	the	
storage	 tanks	would	be	 transported	off	 site	 for	 treatment	and	disposal.	 	There	are	 facilities	 located	 in	San	
Diego	and	Los	Angeles	Counties	that	could	dispose	of	the	project‐generated	leachate.	

3.2.3  Landfill Gas Monitoring And Control Systems 

Landfills	that	receive	organic	wastes	in	significant	quantity	produce	landfill	gas,	which	generally	consists	of	
equal	amounts	of	methane	and	carbon	dioxide	along	with	traces	of	other	constituents.	 	The	purpose	of	the	
landfill	 gas	 (LFG)	 control	 system	 is	 to	 prevent	 LFG	 from	 migrating	 into	 the	 atmosphere	 or	 through	 the	
ground	to	adjacent	properties.		In	addition	to	the	landfill	gas	extraction/recovery	system,	a	perimeter	landfill	
gas	migration	monitoring	network	would	also	be	installed.			

The	 system,	 including	 additional	 collection	 wells	 and	 flares,	 would	 be	 expanded	 as	 the	 landfill	 were	
developed	to	provide	ongoing	control	consist	with	 the	performance	criteria	mandated	by	the	SDAPCD	and	
state	and	federal	regulations.	 	All	the	necessary	permits	to	construct	and	operate	landfill	gas	collection	and	
destruction	facilities	would	be	acquired	in	accordance	with	SDAPCD	rules	and	regulations.			

The	 system	would	 consist	 of	 three	main	 subsystems:	 the	 landfill	 gas	 extraction	well	 field;	 the	 landfill	 gas	
conveyance	 lines;	 and	 the	 landfill	 gas	 treatment	 facility.	 	 Figure	 3‐26,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 ‐	
Landfill	 Gas	 Control	 System,	 shows	 a	 conceptual	 layout	 for	 the	 LFG	 control	 system	 based	 on	 the	 final	
																																																													
29		 Initially	one	10,000‐gallon	leachate	storage	tank	will	be	installed	with	a	second	tank	added	when	necessary	based	on	liquid	volume	

monitoring.	
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configuration	 of	 the	 landfill.	 	 The	 system	would	 consist	 of	 a	 series	 of	 vertical	 gas	 extraction	wells	 joined	
through	a	system	of	above	ground	lateral	pipes,	which	would	be	connected	to	a	main	header	pipe	leading	to	
the	 flare	 station.	 	 The	 flare	 station	would	 be	 located	 near	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area.	 	 As	 is	 typical	 with	
landfill	 development,	 the	 flare	 station	would	 be	 expanded	 in	 phases	 to	 process	 the	 additional	 landfill	 gas	
flow.		It	is	anticipated	that	up	to	six	flares	may	be	necessary	to	handle	gas	destruction	once	peak	landfill	gas	
production	were	reached.	

Condensate	which	forms	in	the	gas	system	piping	would	gravity	drain	to	sumps	placed	at	low‐points	in	the	
system	around	the	landfill.		The	collected	condensate	would	be	removed	from	the	sumps	manually	or	would	
be	 pumped	 automatically	 to	 a	 3,000‐gallon,	 dual‐wall	 tank	 that	 would	 be	 located	 near	 the	 flare	 station.		
Liquid	condensate	collected	from	the	landfill	gas	system	would	be	incinerated	in	the	flares,	treated	on	site,	
and	if	necessary,	would	be	transported	off	site	for	disposal.	

Landfill	 gas	 migration	 monitoring	 probes	 would	 be	 installed	 in	 native	 soils	 around	 the	 perimeter	 of	 the	
landfill	to	monitor	for	possible	subsurface	migration.30		The	system	ultimately	would	consist	of	14	permanent	
probe	sets	installed	at	multiple	depths	at	less	than	1,000‐foot	centers	around	the	entire	refuse	prism	and	two	
temporary	probe	sets	placed	in	future	fill	areas.			

In	 accordance	with	 27	 CCR	 Section	 20925(c)	 each	monitoring	 point	would	 include	 three	 separate	 probes	
installed	 in	 one	 well	 bore	 at	 the	 following	 depths:	 a	 deep	 probe	 at	 or	 near	 the	 depth	 of	 the	 waste;	 an	
intermediate	probe	set	at	or	near	half	the	depth	of	refuse;	and	a	shallow	probe	set	five	to	ten	feet	below	the	
adjacent	ground	surface.		The	depth	of	the	well	bores	housing	the	probes	may	be	adjusted	based	on	geologic	
data	and	probes	must	be	installed	above	the	permanent	low	seasonal	water	table,	bedrock	or	below	perched	
ground	water.	 	 Once	 the	 site	 is	 operational	 and	 data	 is	 gathered,	 adjustments	may	 be	made	 to	 the	 probe	
locations,	 if	 necessary.	 	 In	 addition,	 probe	 locations	 may	 be	 added	 to	 control	 landfill	 gas	 migration	 to	
groundwater	and	potential	associated	groundwater	impacts.			

The	probes	would	be	monitored	on	a	quarterly	basis	to	determine	if	landfill	gas	were	migrating	away	from	
the	landfill.	 	Monitoring	would	be	conducted	in	accordance	with	SDAPCD	Rule	59(d)(ii),	Landfill	Emissions	
Control	Systems.		Results	from	the	data	would	be	compiled	in	a	report	and	submitted	to	SDAPCD.	

3.2.4  Fire Prevention and Control Measures 

The	primary	fire	prevention	measure	would	be	a	firebreak	between	the	refuse	and	the	undisturbed	natural	
areas	surrounding	the	landfill.		In	compliance	with	the	requirement	to	maintain	a	minimum	clearance	of	150	
feet	 from	 the	 periphery	 of	 any	 exposed	 flammable	 solid	waste	 (California	 Public	 Resources	 Code	 Section	
4373),	 refuse	 placed	 within	 150	 feet	 of	 the	 landfill	 perimeter	 would	 be	 placed	 using	 the	 following	
procedures:	

 Clearance	of	brush	and	vegetative	debris	from	around	the	active	disposal	area;	

																																																													
30		 27	CCR,	Section	20925(a)	requires	that	probes	be	located	outside	the	landfill	footprint	and	at	or	near	the	site	boundary.		As	allowed	

in	27	CCR,	Section	20925(a)(2),	the	operator	may	establish	an	alternate	boundary	closer	to	the	waste	disposal	footprint.		Due	to	site	
size,	the	topography	of	the	site,	the	fractured	nature	of	the	material	underlying	the	site	as	well	as	the	cost	of	probe	installation	and	
monitoring,	the	applicant	proposes	the	installation	of	the	probes	in	natural	ground	around	the	landfill	footprint.			
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 As	operations	move	into	the	150‐foot	zone	the	operator	would	place	soil	cover	regularly	throughout	
the	day;	and	

 At	no	time	during	operational	hours	would	refuse	be	exposed	for	more	than	four	hours.	

To	reduce	the	risk	of	fires	from	tire	storage,	tires	would	be	stored	within	the	landfill	footprint	in	compliance	
with	state	and	 local	 fire	codes,	as	well	as	14	CCR,	Section	17354.	 	Tires	would	be	shredded	a	minimum	of	
every	six	months.	

Burning	of	refuse	would	not	be	allowed	at	the	landfill	facility,	which	minimizes	the	chance	of	above	ground	
fires.		The	potential	of	subsurface	fires	is	reduced	through	the	application	of	daily	and	intermediate	soil	cover	
placement,	which	would	limit	the	amount	of	oxygen	available	for	combustion.		The	landfill	gas	control	system	
would	be	operated	so	as	not	to	introduce	excessive	amounts	of	oxygen	into	the	refuse	prism.		The	extraction	
wells	would	be	monitored	for	temperature	and	oxygen	content	to	determine	if	a	subsurface	fire	is	present.		
All	equipment	with	internal	combustion	engines	would	be	equipped	with	approved	spark	arrestors	and	any	
flammable	debris	would	be	removed	from	the	under	carriages	and	engine	compartments	of	heavy	equipment	
on	a	regular	basis.			

The	primary	measures	for	fire	control	would	include	load	checking	for	smoldering	or	burning	wastes	and	the	
separation	of	these	wastes,	if	spotted,	with	a	dozer	and	the	covering	of	the	fire	with	soil.		While	water	could	
be	sprayed	over	burning	wastes	this	is	generally	not	done	so	as	to	avoid	the	introduction	of	liquids	into	the	
waste	 prism.	 	 In	 addition,	 fire	 extinguishers	 would	 be	 available	 at	 the	 entrance	 facilities,	 in	 the	
administration	 and	 operations	 trailers,	 and	 in	 landfill	 equipment	 and	 vehicles.	 	 Hazardous	 materials,	
collected	as	part	of	the	HWEP,	would	be	stored	in	fire	proof	containers	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.	

3.2.5  Vector and Bird Control Measures 

Refuse	 compaction	 and	 the	 application	 of	 a	 daily	 cover	 are	 the	 most	 effective	 preventions	 against	 the	
propagation	of	vectors	(i.e.,	insects,	rodents)	and	birds	on	a	landfill	site.		A	Vector	Control	and	Management	
Plan	would	be	provided	to	the	Vector	Surveillance	and	Control	Division	of	the	Department	of	Environmental	
Health	for	review	and	approval	30	days	prior	to	operation.	 	Under	the	proposed	vector	control	plan,	 items	
used	 at	 the	 site	 which	may	 attract	 vectors	 would	 be	 stored	 in	 closed	 containers	 and/or	 within	 enclosed	
structures.	 	 Building	openings,	 ground	holes	 and	deficiencies	 in	 the	perimeter	 fence	would	be	 repaired	 to	
deter	the	intrusion	of	ground	vectors.			

Professional	pest	control	services,	including	conventional	slap‐traps	and	anticoagulent	rodenticide,	would	be	
used	to	control	insects	and	rodents	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		Site	personnel	would	inspect	landfill	areas	
bi‐weekly	for	any	signs	of	rodent	activity	and	would	implement	the	necessary	measures	to	minimize	vector	
nuisances.			

When	 birds	 are	 observed	 on‐site,	 operations	 staff	 would	 use	 dispersal	 techniques,	 such	 as	 playback	 of	
distress	vocalizations,	falcon	kites,	owl	decoys,	or	dispersal	by	humans	and/or	dogs.	 	Since	tire	storage	can	
attract	vectors,	tires	will	be	shredded	a	minimum	of	every	six	months	to	deter	both	mosquitoes	and	rodents.	
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Proper	 grading	 and	 drainage	would	 eliminate	 puddles	 and	wet	 areas	 that	 could	 attract	mosquitoes	 	 The	
desilting	basins,	which	through	the	use	of	BMPs	are	designed	to	drain	within	72	hours,	would	be	cleaned	out	
regularly.			

3.2.6  Litter Control Measures 

Wind	is	the	primary	cause	for	fugitive	litter	around	the	landfill	site.	 	The	main	control	for	windblown	litter	
would	occur	at	the	unloading	area	through	the	rapid	spreading	and	compacting	of	refuse	and	placement	of	
daily	cover	over	all	exposed	refuse	at	the	end	of	each	working	day.		All	commercial	loads	would	be	required	
to	be	covered	with	a	tarp	and	commercial	unloading	activities	would	be	conducted	at	the	toe	of	the	working	
face,	when	practical,	 to	afford	 some	wind	protection.	 	Portable,	 temporary	 fencing	may	be	used	 to	control	
windblown	 papers	 at	 the	 working	 face.	 	 Disposal	 operations	 could	 be	 suspended	 during	 periods	 of	 high	
winds	(when	sustained	winds	of	40	miles	per	hour	or	greater,	or	gusts	of	55	miles	per	hour	or	greater	are	
expected	to	persist	for	one	hour	or	longer).	

Proposition	C	requires	that	a	team,	consisting	of	one	truck	with	a	two‐person	crew,	inspect	for	and	clean	up	
all	 litter	 and	 illegal	dumping	on	or	 adjacent	 to	 the	access	 road	and	SR	76	between	 I‐15	and	 the	 site.	 	The	
inspection	and	clean	up	would	occur	five	days	each	week.		In	addition	to	the	requirements	of	Proposition	C,	
litter	 inspection	 would	 be	 done	 every	 day	 that	 the	 landfill	 is	 open	 to	 accept	 refuse,	 and	 litter	 would	 be	
cleaned	 up	 on	 the	 sixth	 day	 as	 determined	 necessary	 by	 the	 inspectors.	 	 Litter	 would	 be	 collected	 as	
necessary	 outside	 the	 landfill	 perimeter,	 along	 the	 southern	 boundary	 of	 the	 project	 site	 adjacent	 to	 the	
landfill	footprint,	on‐site	around	the	operations	area,	along	SR	76	between	I‐15	and	the	project	site,	along	the	
access	road,	and	any	other	areas	where	litter	has	blown	off‐site	in	objectionable	quantities.		Project‐related	
litter	would	not	be	allowed	to	accumulate	along	roads,	fences,	or	in	vegetation.	

3.2.7  Odor Control Measures 

Odors	from	the	refuse	prism	would	be	controlled	by	confining	the	active	working	face	to	as	small	an	area	as	
practical	and	by	the	application	of	daily,	ADC,	or	intermediate	cover	over	all	exposed	refuse	at	the	end	of	each	
operating	day.		In	addition,	a	landfill	gas	control	system	would	be	installed	to	further	control	odors.	

3.2.8  Dust Control Measures 

A	Dust	Control	Plan,	which	would	consist	of	construction/operations	and	maintenance	procedures,	would	be	
prepared	and	submitted	to	the	SDAPCD.		The	fugitive	dust	control	measures	must	comply	with	SDAPCD	rules	
and	regulations.		The	dust	control	measures	would	consist	of	various	elements	including:	paving	of	the	main	
access	road;	proper	maintenance	and	use	of	a	soil	sealant	on	most	internal	haul	roads;	proper	maintenance	
and	watering	of	 internal	 haul	 roads	 that	would	be	 routinely	 relocated	 (e.g.,	 the	 last	 500	 feet	 to	 the	active	
face);	water	spraying	of	soil	excavated	and	placed	for	cover;	water	spraying	of	areas	where	soil	excavation	is	
occurring	for	purposes	of	cell	development;	ancillary	dust	control	activities;	applying	water	and/or	planting	
temporary	vegetation	on	intermediate	soil	cover	areas;	and	planting	and	maintaining	a	vegetative	cover	on	
completed	fill	and	excavation	slopes.		In	addition,	traffic	speeds	of	no	more	than	10	miles	per	hour	would	be	
maintained	on	all	on‐site,	unpaved	road	surfaces.			

In	addition,	to	minimize	fugitive	dust	from	loads	(such	as	construction	and	demolition	debris),	covering	or	
tarping	 these	 loads	 would	 be	 required.	 	 Uncovered	 dusty	 loads	may	 be	 refused.	 	 Customers	 found	 to	 be	
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bringing	 in	 uncovered	 loads	 would	 be	 informed	 of	 the	 covered	 load	 policy	 and	 would	 be	 rejected	 upon	
second	observation.	 	Dusty	 loads	would	be	watered	as	soon	as	possible	 to	reduce	 fugitive	dust	generation	
during	tipping.			

Dust	 control	measures	would	be	 implemented	 in	areas	 that	are	not	 in	active	operations	 to	minimize	wind	
generated	dust.	 	Water	would	be	applied	and/or	 temporary	vegetation	planted	on	 intermediate	soil	 cover	
areas.	 	 Groundcover	 would	 be	 re‐established	 on	 areas	 disturbed	 by	 construction	 through	 seeding	 and	
watering	those	areas	that	would	not	be	disturbed	for	extended	periods.		A	native	vegetative	cover	would	be	
planted	and	maintained	on	completed	fill	and	excavation	slopes.	

3.2.9  Noise and Vibration Control Measures 

Site	 operations	 would	 be	 conducted	 in	 compliance	 with	 Cal‐OSHA	 regulations	 and	 the	 County	 Noise	
Ordinance.	 	 Noise	 levels	 of	 on‐site	 equipment	 would	 be	 controlled	 by	 the	 installation	 and	 proper	
maintenance	 of	 mufflers	 on	 all	 motorized	 vehicles.	 	 In	 the	 event	 that	 excavation	 operations	 necessitate	
additional	 measures	 beyond	 use	 of	 traditional	 heavy	 equipment,	 controlled	 blasting	 may	 be	 employed.		
Written	notice	would	be	provided	to	residents	within	a	one‐mile	radius	of	the	blast	site	at	least	24	hours	in	
advance	 of	 any	 on‐site	 blasting.	 	 Landfill	 employees	would	 be	 provided	with	 hearing	 protection	 (e.g.,	 ear	
plugs	or	muffs)	 to	reduce	exposure	 from	continued	on‐site	noise	 levels.	 	Rock	crushing	and	tire	shredding	
would	occur	at	least	1,500	feet	from	the	nearest	residences	unless	other	forms	of	noise	attenuation,	such	as	
berms	or	acoustical	 curtains,	 are	used	 to	 reduce	combined	 landfill	noise	 levels	 to	below	 the	County	Noise	
Ordinance	limit.	

3.2.10  Habitat Restoration Monitoring 

Following	restoration	of	a	given	portion	of	the	property,	ongoing	monitoring	and	monitoring	will	take	place	
to	assure	and	assess	the	success	of	the	restoration	effort.	

Once	 non‐native	 species	 eradication	 or	 planting	 has	 been	 completed,	 initial	 maintenance	 will	 include	
irrigation	 system	maintenance,	weed	control,	plant	 replacement,	 erosion	control	pest	 control,	 fertilization,	
pruning,	and	trash	and	debris	removal.	Specific	activities	will	be	undertaken	as	necessary	based	on	monthly	
monitoring.	The	initial	maintenance	period	is	expected	to	last	for	five	years.	

During	this	same	period,	ongoing	monitoring	will	be	undertaken	to	measure	whether	the	restoration	areas	
are	meeting	target	cover	values	and	community	diversity	requirements.	 	These	performance	standards	will	
be	based	on	reference	information	gathered	from	the	Wilderness	Gardens	County	Park.	Monitoring	will	occur	
monthly	 in	 the	 first	 year,	 bimonthly	 in	 the	 second	 year,	 and	 quarterly	 thereafter,	 and	 will	 have	 both	 a	
qualitative	 and	 quantitative	 component.	 If	 specified	 requirements	 are	 not	 being	 met,	 remedial	 activities	
could	include	either	replacing	unsuccessful	plantings	or	additional	maintenance	activities,	with	an	emphasis	
on	removal	of	non‐native	exotic	species.	

At	the	end	of	five	years	the	restoration	efforts	are	expected	to	achieve	performance	standards,	but	this	time	
period	may	 be	 extended	 based	 on	monitoring	 results.	 Once	 it	 has	 been	 determined	 that	 the	 performance	
standards	have	been	met,	a	completion	report	will	be	submitted	to	the	resource	agencies,	that	will	include	an	
analysis	of	the	monitoring	data.	
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Once	the	restoration	effort	has	been	deemed	completed,	long	term	maintenance	activities	would	commence.	
The	 goal	 of	 those	 efforts	 is	 to	 ensure	 continued	 self‐sustainability.	 	Maintenance	 activities	 include	 access	
control,	monitoring	for	 invasions	by	non‐native	exotic	species,	wildlife	control,	 fire	management,	and	trash	
and	 debris	 removal.	 	 Monitoring,	 including	 periodic	 surveys,	 of	 special	 management	 species	 will	 also	 be	
undertaken.	 Long	 term	maintenance	 and	monitoring	will	 continue	 into	 perpetuity,	 and	 the	 applicant	will	
provide	a	self‐sustaining	funding	mechanism.	

3.3  PROJECTED SITE LIFE AND LANDFILL CAPACITY 

Based	on	the	final	grading	plan	for	the	landfill,	the	estimated	total	gross	airspace	capacity	for	the	site	(i.e.,	the	
difference	between	the	proposed	bottom	grades	and	proposed	final	grades)	is	approximately	59.5	mcy.		The	
total	net	airspace	capacity	for	this	same	area	(i.e.,	net	airspace	=	gross	airspace	less	volume	consumed	by	the	
liner	system	and	final	cover	system)	is	approximately	57.0	mcy.		The	total	estimated	refuse	volume,	based	on	
a	refuse	to	daily	and	intermediate	soil	cover	volume	ratio	of	4:1,	is	approximately	45.6	mcy	or	30.8	million	
tons	based	on	an	in‐place	refuse	density	of	1,350	lbs/cy.	

It	is	anticipated	that	an	average	of	approximately	3,200	tpd,	or	1.0	million	tons	annually,	of	waste	would	be	
deposited	 at	 the	 landfill	 over	 its	 site	 life	 with	 maximum	 peaks	 of	 5,000	 tpd31	 experienced	 occasionally.		
Accounting	for	the	volume	occupied	by	the	liner	system,	daily,	intermediate,	and	final	covers,	the	estimated	
site	 life	 is	approximately	30	years.32	 	The	site	 life	 is	based	on	an	initial	 inflow	rate	of	1,950	tpd	or	600,000	
tons	annually	and	a	growth	rate	of	four	percent	per	year	until	the	maximum	tpd	is	achieved	and	is	constant	
from	this	level	until	closure.		Assuming	a	start	year	of	2015,	the	projected	closure	year	would	be	2045,	using	
these	refuse	inflow	rates.	

Many	 factors	can	affect	 the	ultimate	site	capacity	of	a	given	 landfill	 including	variations	 in	annual	 tonnage	
delivered	 to	 the	 landfill,	 AB	 939	 recycling	 programs	 and/or	 the	 use	 of	 alternative	 daily	 covers.	 	 Landfill	
settlement	 also	 impacts	 capacity	 and	depends	 on	 various	 factors	 or	 processes	 such	 as	 the	 types	of	 refuse	
placed	and	their	corresponding	moisture	content,	the	refuse	placement	density,	consolidation	of	the	refuse	
under	loads	imposed	by	overlying	fill,	and	biological	and	chemical	decomposition.		It	is	estimated	that	much	
of	 the	 total	 settlement	would	occur	during	 the	operating	 life	of	 the	 landfill	 and	would	be	accounted	 for	 in	
periodic	topographic	surveys.	 	A	settlement	analysis	would	be	performed	for	the	site	as	part	of	the	closure	
plan.	

3.3.1  Landfill Sequencing and Final Grade 

The	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	would	be	developed	in	consecutive	phases	over	the	site’s	life.		The	conceptual	
engineering	design	proposes	four	excavation	and	three	fill	phases	or	sequences.		The	development	sequence	
is	 based	 on	 the	master	 excavation	 plan,	 phasing	 plans,	 final	 grading	 plan,	 and	 established	 design	 criteria.		
Each	 excavation/fill	 phase	would	 be	 divided	 into	 smaller	 stages	 depending	 on	 site	 conditions	 and	 capital	

																																																													
31		 The	Solid	Waste	Facilities	Permit	will	be	issued	specifying	a	daily	and	annual	tonnage	cap.		The	analysis	contained	in	this	document	

is	for	the	maximum	daily	intake	of	5,000	tpd.	
32		 Based	on	the	design	of	the	landfill	and	an	intake	of	1.0	million	tons	of	waste	per	year,	the	landfill	would	have	a	30	year	life,	which	

meets	 the	 Project	Objective	 to	 provide	 for	 a	 long	 term	 solution,	 i.e.,	 25	 years,	 for	 disposal	 of	waste	 generated	 in	North	 County	
jurisdictions.			
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expenditure	scheduling.	 	The	stages	or	sequences	would	be	developed	to	create	an	environmentally	sound	
operation	 that	would	 provide	 the	most	 efficient	 operation	 and	 use	 of	 the	 facility.	 	 The	 smaller	 sequences	
would	limit	the	amount	of	earth	and	refuse	area	exposure,	which	would	aid	in	the	reduction	of	erosion	and	
resultant	sediment,	dust	and	odor	generation.		It	is	anticipated	that	periodic	excavations	would	occur	every	
one	to	five	years	to	create	new	space	based	on	waste	receipts.	

The	 proposed	 fill	 sequencing	 would	 allow	 for	 future	 settlement	 by	 filling	 the	 deck	 to	 an	 interim	 waste	
elevation	below	the	ultimate	fill	elevation	or	final	grade	of	the	landfill.		The	remaining	area	would	be	filled	in	
the	future	independent	of	each	phase’s	individual	capacity	timeline	up	to	the	proposed	final	grading	contours	
as	shown	on	Figure	3‐27,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Master	Fill	Plan/Final	Grades	of	Landfill	Footprint.		
The	final	grading	plan	would	result	in	a	maximum	landfill	elevation	of	1,100	feet	amsl	and	the	final	deck	area	
would	have	a	minimum	grade	of	three	percent.	 	Slight	modifications	to	the	proposed	final	contours	may	be	
necessary	 to	 achieve	 optimum	 drainage	 control	 and	 to	 prevent	 ponding	 and/or	 excessive	 erosion	 of	
completed	 fill	 areas	 or	 to	 reduce	 impacts	 associated	 with	 anticipated	 settlement	 during	 the	 post‐closure	
maintenance	period.	

The	phased	waste	placement	necessitates	that	the	operator	maintain	minimum	deck	and	sideslope	gradients	
and	 construct	 temporary	 deck	 access	 roads.	 	 The	 stormwater	 drainage	 control	 facilities	 and	 the	
infrastructure	 for	 the	 ultimate	 configuration	 would	 be	 progressively	 constructed	 as	 waste	 filling	 is	
completed.	 	 Interim	drainage	and	sediment	control	structures	along	with	the	erosion	prevention	measures	
would	 be	 constructed/implemented	 and	 periodically	 relocated	 as	 waste	 filling	 progresses	 to	 provide	
continuous	stormwater	collection	and	conveyance	in	a	controlled	manner	and	minimizing	erosion,	enhancing	
sediment	 control,	 limiting	 ponding,	 and	 the	 potential	 for	 leachate	 generation	 and/or	 surface	 water	
contamination.	

3.3.1.1  Initial Refuse Disposal Area/Phase I 

Based	on	the	conceptual	design,	initial	waste	disposal	would	begin	in	the	lower	portions	of	the	main	canyon	
in	 the	 Phase	 I	 refuse	 area.	 	 Excavation	 of	 Phase	 I	 would	 be	 approximately	 50	 acres,	 to	 a	 depth	 of	
approximately	 380	 feet	 amsl,	 with	 approximately	 34	 acres	 lined.	 	 The	 total	 Phase	 I	 excavation	would	 be	
approximately	3.7	mcy	as	shown	on	Figure	3‐28,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Phase	I	Excavation	Plan.		
Approximately	0.3	mcy	of	the	3.7	mcy	would	be	required	for	the	construction	of	the	ancillary	facilities	area	
and	to	shape	the	canyon	for	receipt	of	the	liner	system.	 	Excess	soil	and/or	rock	generated	from	the	initial	
development	would	be	processed	and	 then	 stockpiled	within	 the	 landfill	 footprint	or	 in	Borrow/Stockpile	
Area	A.	

Subsequent	filling	of	the	Phase	I	area	would	create	a	deck	area	to	an	approximate	elevation	of	600	feet	asml	
and	provide	8.1	mcy	of	gross	capacity	as	shown	on	Figure	3‐29,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Phase	I	Fill	
Plan.	 	 When	 completed,	 the	 north	 facing	 slope	 of	 Phase	 I	 will	 be	 at	 final	 grade.	 	 Landfill	 gas	
collection/recovery	facilities	would	be	installed	and	activated	at	a	pre‐determined	generation	of	landfill	gas	
or	as	perimeter	and	surface	monitoring	dictates.		Extracted	gases	would	be	conveyed	via	header	pipelines	to	
the	proposed	flare	station	for	destruction.		Any	liquids	collected	in	the	Phase	I	LCRS	would	be	stored	in	the	
above‐ground	 tanks.	 	 These	 activities	 would	 be	 conducted	 and/or	 systems	 extended	 for	 all	 phases	 of	
development.	
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3.3.1.2  Phase II 

Prior	to	completion	of	filling	in	Phase	I,	work	would	begin	on	the	excavation	for	the	initial	stage	of	Phase	II	to	
ensure	the	continued	availability	of	refuse	space.		Phase	II	would	be	excavated	to	a	depth	of	approximately	
525	 feet	 amsl	 or	 approximately	 25	 feet	 below	 ground	 level.	 	 Excess	 soil	 and/or	 rock	 from	 the	 Phase	 II	
excavation	 would	 be	 used	 for	 daily	 cover	 or	 stockpiled	 in	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 B.	 	 The	 total	 Phase	 II	
excavation	 is	 approximately	 3.7	mcy	 as	 shown	 on	 Figure	 3‐30,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 ‐	Phase	 II	
Excavation	Plan.		Approximately	0.76	mcy	of	the	3.7	mcy	is	required	as	fill	material	to	shape	the	canyon	for	
receipt	of	 the	containment	system.	 	Subdrain,	 liner	and	LCRS	construction	would	be	completed	 just	before	
Phase	I	reaches	its	waste	capacity.	

Upon	completion	of	landfilling	in	Phase	I,	landfill	operations	would	move	to	Phase	II.		When	completed,	Phase	
II	 will	 extend	 the	 fill	 up	 canyon	 to	 an	 approximate	 elevation	 of	 675	 feet	 asml	 (Figure	 3‐31,	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	‐	Phase	II	Fill	Plan).		Phase	II	gross	capacity	will	be	approximately	6.3	mcy.	

3.3.1.3  Phases III and IV 

During	filling	of	Phase	II,	excavation	of	Phases	III	and	then	IV	will	begin.		Phase	III	excavation	is	the	final	area	
in	the	uppermost	(southern)	limits	of	the	canyon	and	would	require	excavation	of	approximately	489,000	cy	
of	 soil	 and	 rock	 to	 a	depth	of	 approximately	750	 feet	 amsl	 as	 shown	on	Figure	3‐32,	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	‐	Phase	III	Excavation	Plan.			

Phase	 IV,	which	 is	 located	 along	 the	west	 side	 of	 the	 refuse	 footprint	 and	 about	 half	way	 up	 the	 canyon,	
would	 result	 in	 excavation	 of	 approximately	 23,000	 cy	 as	 shown	 on	 Figure	 3‐33,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 ‐	Phase	 IV	Excavation	Plan.	 	Approximately	111,000	cy	of	 the	Phase	 III/IV	excavation	would	be	
required	to	shape	the	canyon	for	receipt		

of	 the	containment	system.	 	Excess	soils	and/or	rock	generated	from	the	Phase	III/IV	excavation	would	be	
used	for	daily	cover	or	stockpiled	in	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B.	

Liner	 system	 development	 in	 the	 Phase	 III	 and	 IV	 areas	would	 include	 only	 slope	 liner	 construction	 and	
would	complete	the	overall	liner	system.		As	part	of	the	Phase	III	and	IV	liner	system	construction,	the	LCRS	
mainline	and	LCRS	risers	would	be	extended	up	the	slope	to	daylight.	

Phase	III	fill	operations	would	complete	the	landfill	to	the	final	grading	configuration	at	an	elevation	of	1,100	
feet	amsl	as	shown	on	Figure	3‐34,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Phase	III	Fill	Plan.		Incremental	closure	
of	 the	 landfill	may	be	 implemented	as	disposal	continues	at	higher	elevations.	 	Phase	III	 fill	would	provide	
approximately	43.1	mcy	of	gross	capacity.			

3.4  SITE CLOSURE 

A	Preliminary	Closure	and	Post‐Closure	Maintenance	Plan	(Plan)	is	included	as	Part	E	of	the	JTD.		Closure	of	
the	landfill	would	be	performed	in	accordance	with	applicable	state	and	federal	regulations	under	CCR	Title	
27,	 Chapters	 3	 and	 4	 and	 40	 CFR,	 Subpart	 F,	 respectively.	 	 A	 Final	 Closure	 Plan	would	 be	 prepared	 and	
submitted	 to	 the	 appropriate	 regulatory	 agencies	 (e.g.,	 California	 Department	 of	 Resources	 Recycling	 and	
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Recovery	 (CalRecycle),	 LEA	 and	 RWQCB)	 two	 years	 prior	 to	 the	 anticipated	 closure	 date	 for	 any	 portion	
thereof	 or	 the	 entire	 landfill.	 	 A	 separate	 discretionary	 action	 and	 environmental	 review	would	 likely	 be	
required	by	the	appropriate	regulatory	agencies	prior	to	approval	of	the	Final	Closure	Plan.	 	However,	this	
EIS	 includes	 evaluation	 of	 the	 potential	 environmental	 effects	 of	 closure	 to	 ensure	 that	 all	 phases	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	have	been	considered.	

The	Plan	includes	the	proposed	final	cover	design	configuration	in	compliance	with	current	state	and	federal	
regulatory	requirements.		Figure	3‐35,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	Typical	Deck	and	Slope	Cover	Section,	
shows	the	proposed	final	cover	cross‐sections	for	deck	and	slope	areas.		However,	the	actual	final	cover	to	be	
placed	on	the	landfill	would	be	determined	by	the	RWQCB	at	the	time	either	phased	or	final	closure	activities	
are	implemented	at	the	landfill.		The	proposed	final	cover	design	presented	in	the	Plan	is	discussed	below.	

As	 required	under	 40	CFR	258.60,	 the	 start	 of	 closure	 construction	 activities	would	occur	within	30	days	
after	the	final	shipment	of	waste.		The	closure	would	include	placement	of	the	final	cover,	necessary	changes	
to	 the	 control	 systems,	 and	 removal	of	 structures.	 	 It	 is	 anticipated	 that	 closure	 construction	would	occur	
over	a	period	of	approximately	14	months.	

3.4.1  Final Cover  

The	purpose	of	 the	 final	 cover	would	be	 to	provide	 long‐term	minimization	of	 surface	water	 intrusion,	 to	
isolate	wastes	from	the	ground	surface,	and	to	reduce	the	potential	for	odors	and	gas	emissions.		The	cover	
would	also	provide	a	base	for	vegetation,	which	would	reduce	drainage	velocities	and	erosion.		In	addition,	
the	 final	 cover	configuration	would	be	designed	 to	accommodate	settlement,	 subsidence	and	 the	effects	of	
seismic	events	throughout	the	minimum	30‐year	post‐closure	maintenance	period	and	beyond.	

The	minimum	 final	 cover	 standard	 as	 outlined	 in	 the	 closure	 and	 post‐closure	 requirements	 for	 Class	 III	
landfills	 contained	 in	CCR	Title	27	Section	21090	 include	 the	 following	 three	components:	 	 (1)	 foundation	
layer;	 (2)	 barrier	 (low	 permeability)	 layer;	 and	 (3)	 vegetative	 layer.	 	 Several	 factors	 are	 taken	 into	
consideration	 in	 the	 final	 cover	 design,	 including	 the	 geometry	 of	 the	 landfill,	 local	 climatic	 conditions,	
potential	 landfill	 settlement,	 erosion	protection,	vegetative	growth,	 the	waste	 liner	 system	design,	and	 the	
end	use	of	the	land.	

Based	on	the	site	conditions	and	the	regulatory	requirements,	the	overall	final	cover	design	would	consist	of	
the	following:	

 Foundation	Layer:		minimum	of	two‐foot	thick	layer	composed	of	random	soil	materials;	

 Barrier	Layer:	synthetic	cover	(i.e.,	a	60‐mil	LLDPE	geomembrane);	a	HDPE	drainage	geocomposite	
layer	(on	the	deck	areas	only);	and	

 Vegetative	Layer:	a	two‐foot	layer	of	silty	sand	to	sandy	silt	available	from	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A.	

The	foundation	layer	would	be	compacted	in	accordance	with	an	approved	Construction	Quality	Assurance	
(CQA)	 Plan	 developed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Final	 Closure	 Plan.	 	 The	 foundation	 layer	material	 on	 the	 deck	 area	
would	be	graded	to	a	minimum	slope	of	three	percent.		



��������������	
������������	����	��������������������	�������
�������������� ����

�	
���������������������������	��	����	������� 



��������������	
������������	����	����������������������
�������������� ����

�	
���������������������������	��	����	������� 



��������������	
������������	����	���������������������	�������
�������������� ����

�	
���������������������������	��	����	������� 



��������������	
������������	����	��������������������	�������
�������������� ����

�	
���������������������������	��	����	������� 



��������������	
������������	����	�����������������������
�������������� ����

�	
���������������������������	��	����	������� 



FIGURE

Source: BAS, 2002; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
Gregory Canyon

Applicant's Proposed Alternative - Typical Deck and Slope Cover Section
3-35
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The	 barrier	 layer,	 which	 would	 consist	 of	 a	 geomembrane,	 would	 be	 overlain	 in	 deck	 areas	 by	 a	
geocomposite	drainage	layer	(geonet)	designed	to	convey	liquids	that	may	build	up	over	the	geomembrane.		
The	geonet	would	facilitate	lateral	drainage	of	water	accumulating	above	the	barrier	layer.	

The	 vegetative	 layer	 would	 allow	 for	 an	 adequate	 root	 depth	 to	 sustain	 natural	 vegetation	 while	 giving	
protection	to	the	barrier	layer	from	potential	root	penetration	and	the	drying	effects	of	evapotranspiration.		
To	enhance	 slope	protection	and	erosion	 control,	 final	 site	 faces	would	be	planted	with	native	vegetation.		
The	vegetative	cover	would	be	a	mixture	of	native	grasses	and	plants	that	are	compatible	with	the	end‐use	of	
nonirrigated,	 open	 space.	 	 Plants	 would	 be	 selected	 for	 their	 suitability	 to	 the	 local	 climate,	 drought	
resistance,	 percentage	 of	 surface	 coverage,	 and	 root	 zone	 depths	 less	 than	 one	 foot,	 hardiness	 and	 low	
maintenance	qualities.		A	list	of	recommended	plant	species	for	the	vegetative	cover	is	presented	in	Table	3‐
6,	Recommended	Vegetative	Cover	Plant	Species	List.	

Table 3‐6 
 

Recommended Vegetative Cover Plant Species List 
	

Scientific Name  Common Name 

Artemisia	californica	 California	sagebrush	
Chaenactis	artemisiaefolia	 Artemisia	pincushion	
Dichelostemma	capitatum	 Blue	dicks	
Eriodictyon	crassifolium	 Yerba	santa	
Eriogonum	fasciculatum	 California	buckwheat	
Eriophyllum	confertiflorum	 Golden	yarrow	
Eschscholzia	californica	 California	poppy	
Gnaphalium	bicolor	 Bicolor	cudweed	

Gnaphalium	californicum	 California	everlasting	
Heterotheca	grandiflora	 Telegraph	weed	
Lasthenia	coronaria	 Goldfields	

Lessingia	filaginifolia	var.	filaginifolia	 Cudweed	aster	
Leymus	condensatus	 Giant	wild	rye	
Lotus	scoparius	 Deerweed	
Lupinus	bicolor	 Miniature	lupine	

Lupinus	hirsutissimus	 Stinging	lupine	
Melica	imperfecta	 Coast	Range	melic	

Mimulus	aurantiacus	 San	Diego	monkeyflower	
Nassella	cernua	 Nodding	stipa	
Nassella	lepida	 Foothill	needlegrass	
Nassella	pulchra	 Purple	needlegrass	
Phacelia	parryi	 Parry’s	phacelia	
Plantago	erecta	 Dot‐seed	plantain	
Salvia	mellifera	 Black	sage	

Sisyrinchium	bellum	 Blue‐eyed	grass	
   

Source:  Helix Environmental Planning, Inc. 2000 

	

Federal	regulations	under	40	CFR	258.60	and	state	regulations	under	CCR	Title	27	Section	20080(b)	allow	an	
operator	to	propose	an	alternative	final	cover	to	the	standard	prescriptive	cover	design.		An	alternative	final	
cover	 is	 not	 under	 consideration	 at	 this	 time.	 	 However,	 if	 an	 alternative	 final	 cover	 design	 were	 to	 be	
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proposed,	 it	would	be	reviewed	at	 the	 time	of	 the	review	of	 the	closure	plan.	 	Should	an	alternative	cover	
design	be	considered,	the	appropriate	modeling	will	be	performed	and	presented	to	the	reviewing	agencies	
to	ensure	consistency	with	the	performance	of	a	prescriptive	cover	system.	

3.4.2  Closure/Post‐Closure Financial Assurance 

In	accordance	with	CCR	Title	27,	Chapter	6	and	40	CFR	Subpart	G,	an	operator	must	demonstrate	financial	
assurance	for	the	proper	closure,	post‐closure	maintenance	and	corrective	action	for	potential	releases	at	a	
landfill.	 	The	closure	and	post‐closure	cost	estimate	 (presented	 in	 the	 JTD)	serves	as	 the	basis	 to	 fund	 the	
closure	account	over	 the	 life	of	 the	 landfill.	 	Several	 financial	mechanisms	are	allowed	under	CCR	Title	27,	
Section	22228,	which	includes	the	following:	

 Trust	Fund;	

 	Enterprise	Fund;	

 Government	Securities;	

 Letter	of	Credit;	

 Surety	Bond;	

 Pledge	of	Revenue;	

 Financial	Means	Test;	

 Guarantee;	

 Closure	 and/or	 Postclosure	 Maintenance	 and/or	 Reasonably	 Foreseeable	 Corrective	 Action	 Costs	
Insurance;	

 Federal	Certification;	

 Liability	Insurance;	

 Self‐Insurance	and	Risk	Management;	

 Insurance	and	Environmental	Fund;	and	

 Other	State	Approved	Mechanism.	

The	operator	must	fund	one	or	a	combination	of	these	funds	over	the	life	of	the	landfill	in	accordance	with	
CCR	 Title	 27,	 Section	 22225.	 	 The	 maintenance	 and	 monitoring	 costs	 presented	 in	 the	 JTD	 have	 been	
projected	using	current	regulations	and	applicable	requirements.	 	In	addition,	CCR	Title	27requires	that	an	
operator	establish	a	fund	to	correct	the	effects	of	an	unforeseeable	release	of	contaminates	to	groundwater,	
which	can	be	combined	with	the	closure/post‐closure	financial	assurance.		The	JTD	presents	a	cost	estimate	
for	worst	case	unforeseeable	release.		This	cost	estimate	would	be	added	to	the	closure/post‐closure	fund	as	
required	 in	 CCR	 Title	 27.	 	 In	 the	 event	 that	 changes	 occur	 in	 the	 regulatory	 conditions	 pertaining	 to	 the	
landfill,	these	estimates	would	be	adjusted	accordingly	and	submitted	to	the	CalRecycle,	LEA	and	RWQCB.	
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3.4.3  Ultimate Land Use 

The	proposed	post‐closure	end	use	for	the	site	would	be	undeveloped	open	space.		The	final	cover	for	the	site	
would	 be	 designed	 to	meet	 regulatory	 requirements	 effective	 at	 the	 time	 of	 closure	 and	would	 provide	 a	
cover	which	would	support	drought‐tolerant,	native	vegetation,	and	open	space	use.		If	a	different	end	use	is	
proposed	in	the	future,	it	would	need	approval	from	the	appropriate	regulatory	agencies.	

Site	 closure	would	 also	 include	 the	 reclamation	 of	 the	 borrow/stockpile	 areas.	 	 Any	 remaining	 stockpiled	
material	would	be	removed.		The	areas	would	be	graded	as	necessary	to	provide	drainage.		The	areas	would	
be	hydroseeded	 for	erosion	control.	 	 In	addition,	any	post‐closure	site	security	 fencing	would	be	of	a	 type	
that	would	allow	for	wildlife	movement,	such	as	three‐to‐five	string	fence,	but	would	ensure	that	all	points	of	
access	are	restricted	to	ensure	public	health	and	safety	as	required	in	CCR	Title	27,	Section	21135(f).	

3.5  OTHER ALTERNATIVES 

This	 section	 identifies	 and	 describes	 alternatives	 to	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 as	 required	 by	
NEPA,	 including	 alternatives	 screened	 from	 further	 evaluation	 and	 alternatives	 carried	 forward	 for	
evaluation	 in	 this	 EIS.	 	 Those	 alternatives	 that	 (1)	were	 consistent	with	 the	 stated	purpose	 and	need,	 (2)	
were	 practical	 or	 feasible,	 and	 (3)	 would	 reduce	 the	 significant	 adverse	 environmental	 impacts	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 have	 been	 carried	 forward	 for	 further	 detailed	 evaluation.	 	 The	
environmental	impacts	of	the	alternatives	are	described	by	resource	topic	in	Chapter	4	of	this	EIS.	

3.5.1  Requirements With Respect To Alternatives Analysis 

NEPA	(40	CFR	1502.14(a))	 requires	 that	an	EIS	describe	a	 range	of	 reasonable	alternatives	 to	a	proposed	
action,	 or	 to	 the	 location	 of	 a	 proposed	 action	 that	 could	 feasibly	 meet	 the	 statement	 of	 purpose	 of	 the	
proposed	action	but	would	avoid	or	 substantially	 lessen	any	 significant	 environmental	 effects.	 	NEPA	also	
requires	 that	alternatives	 can	be	 feasibly	 carried	out	 in	 the	 context	of	 technical,	 economic,	environmental,	
and	other	factors.		If	alternatives	have	been	eliminated	from	detailed	study,	the	EIS	must	briefly	discuss	the	
reasons	for	their	elimination.	 	In	short,	alternatives	should	be	practicable	and	feasible,	have	environmental	
impacts	less	than	those	of	the	proposed	action,	and	meet	the	stated	project	purpose	and	need.	

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	which	maintains	existing	conditions	and	practices	on	a	site	in	the	absence	
of	 a	 federal	 action,	must	 be	 included	 among	 the	 alternatives	 analyzed.	 	 Under	NEPA,	 feasible	 alternatives	
must	be	addressed	at	a	level	of	detail	equivalent	to	that	of	the	proposed	action.		NEPA	also	requires	that	the	
federal	lead	agency	identify	its	preferred	alternative,	either	in	the	Draft	EIS	or	in	the	Final	EIS.	

In	addition	to	the	NEPA	alternatives	analysis,	the	USACE	is	required	to	analyze	alternatives	pursuant	to	the	
CWA	section	404(b)(1)	guidelines	(40	CFR	Part	230).		Under	that	analysis,	the	USACE	determines	the	Least	
Environmentally	 Damaging	 Practicable	 Alternative	 (LEDPA).	 	 The	 CWA	 section	 404(b)(1)	 alternatives	
analysis	is	being	completed	concurrently	with	the	EIS	and	will	be	provided	as	an	appendix	in	the	Final	EIS.			
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3.5.2  Identifying Alternatives 

Based	on	the	Statement	of	Purpose	and	Need,	the	USACE	considered	on‐site	and	off‐site	alternatives	to	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	With	regard	to	on‐site	alternatives,	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	site	was	
evaluated	 to	 determine	 if	 there	were	 other	 locations	 on	 the	 property	where	 the	 landfill	 could	 be	 located	
while	 avoiding	 impacts	 to	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 	 The	USACE	directed	 the	 applicant	 to	 consider	 two	potential	
locations	that	would	move	the	landfill	out	of	the	canyon	and	avoid	the	need	for	a	bridge	over	the	San	Luis	Rey	
River.		The	applicant	provided	preliminary	plans	for	the	two	locations.		Under	direction	from	the	USACE,	the	
potential	 on‐site	 alternatives	were	 reviewed	and	evaluated	by	Geosyntec	Consultants,	 an	engineering	 firm	
that	specializes	in	landfill	permitting,	design	and	construction.		Appendix	C	of	this	EIS	contains	Geosyntec’s	
technical	 memorandum	 regarding	 on‐site	 alternatives.	 	 The	 potential	 on‐site	 alternatives	 are	 described	
below	along	with	the	rationale	determining	that	on‐site	alternatives	are	not	feasible.	

With	regard	to	off‐site	locations	for	a	landfill,	the	siting	of	a	landfill	is	highly	technical,	complex	and	political.		
The	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 has	 a	 history	 of	 trying	 to	 identify	 potential	 landfill	 sites	 in	 various	 locations	
throughout	the	County.	 	Various	studies	in	North	County	and	Southwest	County	were	conducted	in	the	late	
1980s	 and	 1990s	 prior	 to	 the	 County’s	 privatization	 of	 the	 solid	 waste	 disposal	 system	 in	 1997.	 	 The	
approach	 taken	 by	 the	 County	 for	 siting	 landfills	 in	 the	 late	 1980s/early	 1990s	 was	 regional	 in	 nature.		
Between	all	of	the	studies	undertaken	by	the	County,	large	areas	of	the	County	were	considered	for	potential	
locations	of	new	landfills.		A	total	of	196	sites	were	evaluated	in	North	County	and	a	total	of	143	sites	were	
evaluated	in	Southwestern	County	for	a	total	of	339	sites.		Despite	the	years	of	study	to	site	a	new	landfill	in	
North	County	and	Southwest	County,	a	new	landfill	has	not	been	approved	in	the	County.		County	forecasts	
have	shown,	however,	that	additional	capacity	will	be	required	to	serve	future	demand.			

Given	the	complexity	and	challenges	involved	in	siting	landfills,	the	objective	for	identifying	alternatives	for	
study	 in	 the	 EIS,	 was	 not	 to	 conduct	 a	 new	 landfill	 siting	 study	 for	 the	 County,	 but	 to	 fulfill	 NEPA’s	
requirement	 to	 analyze	 a	 reasonable	 range	of	 feasible	 alternatives	 that	 could	meet	 the	purpose	and	need,	
reduce	 potential	 significant	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 and	 foster	 the	
Corps’	ability	to	make	a	reasoned	choice	among	alternatives.			

Thus,	 the	screening	evaluation	 that	was	undertaken	was	based	 in	part	on	review	and	consideration	of	 the	
County’s	siting	studies	(see	Appendix	C	of	this	EIS)	that	involved	a	total	of	339	sites.		Based	on	review	of	the	
previous	siting	studies,	previous	County	Siting	Elements,	and	 the	County	Five‐Year	Countywide	 Integrated	
Waste	Management	Plan/Regional	Agency	 Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan	 (CIWMP/RAIWMP)	Review	
Report,	 the	 following	 sites	 were	 identified	 for	 additional	 screening	 to	 identify	 alternatives	 for	 detailed	
evaluation	in	the	EIS:	

 Merriam	Mountain;	

 Aspen	Road;	

 Gopher	Canyon	Road;	

 Blue	Canyon;	

 Loma	Alta;	

 South	of	Lake	Hodges;	

 Expansion	of	Sycamore	Canyon;	

 Liberty	Quarry;	and	

 East	Otay	Mesa.	
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The	nine	potential	off‐site	 locations	 that	were	 considered	as	alternatives	 to	 the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	
Landfill	 are	 shown	 on	 Figure	 3‐36,	 Existing	 Landfills	 and	 Potential	 Off‐Site	 Alternatives,	 along	 with	 the	
location	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	the	existing	landfills	in	San	Diego	County.			

Based	 on	 the	 review	 of	 federal	 regulations	 (40	 CFR	 258),	 the	 Siting	 Elements	 of	 five	 counties	within	 the	
Waste	 Shed	 as	 defined	 in	 the	Needs	Assessment	 prepared	 for	 the	Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill,	 various	 siting	
studies	 conducted	 by	 San	 Diego	 County,	 and	 the	 Section	 404(b)(1)	 Guidelines,	 the	 USACE	 identified	 12	
criteria	to	be	used	in	identifying	off‐site	alternatives	for	further	evaluation	in	the	EIS.		The	criteria	encompass	
and	 are	 generally	 representative	 of	 the	 criteria	 identified	 in	 applicable	 regulations	 and	 used	 in	 siting	
elements	and	the	County	siting	studies.		The	criteria	are	used	to	evaluate	possible	off‐site	alternatives	for	the	
EIS	 included:	 	 groundwater	 and	 aquifers;	 surface	 water;	 floodplains;	 water	 availability;	 seismic	 safety;	
biological	 resources;	 cultural	 resources;	 aesthetics;	 land	 use	 compatibility;	 health	 and	 safety;	 technical	
suitability,	logistics,	and	cost;	and	site	availability.			

The	 information	 used	 to	 screen	 the	 sites	 was	 taken	 from	 available	 sources,	 including	 the	 County	 Siting	
Studies,	EIRs	prepared	for	proposed	development	on	a	site,	San	Diego	County’s	EIR	for	the	County’s	General	
Plan	Update,	and	review	of	recent	aerial	photography.		Based	on	the	screening	process,	of	the	nine	potential	
off‐site	 alternatives,	 the	 screening	 evaluation	 identified	 the	 following	 five	 sites	 for	 further	 analysis	 in	 the	
Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	EIS:	

 Merriam	Mountain;	

 Aspen	Road;	

 Gopher	Canyon	Road;	

 Expansion	of	Sycamore	Canyon;	and	

 East	Otay	Mesa.	

The	five	sites	that	passed	the	screening	evaluation	are	located	in	various	portions	of	the	San	Diego	County.		
Three	of	the	sites	are	located	in	North	County	(Aspen	Road,	Gopher	Canyon	Road,	and	Merriam	Mountain).		
Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	Expansion	is	located	in	the	City	of	San	Diego	and	the	East	Otay	Mesa	site	is	located	
in	South	County.		(See	Figure	3‐36	for	the	location	of	these	alternatives.)	

The	USACE	determined	that	a	second	screening	should	be	conducted	given	the	Purpose	and	Need,	which	is	to	
meet	 a	 portion	 (approximately	 30	million	 tons)	 of	 San	Diego	County’s	 long‐term	waste	 disposal	 needs	 by	
providing	non‐hazardous	solid	waste	disposal	capacity	to	service	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County	
and	 the	 geographic	 distribution	 of	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.	 	 The	 second	 screening	 focused	 on	 a	 limited	
assessment	 of	 the	 potential	 transportation	 costs	 and	 environmental	 effects	 associated	with	 the	 hauling	 of	
waste	 from	North	County	 jurisdictions	 to	 the	potential	off‐site	alternative	 locations.	 	R3	Consulting	Group,	
Inc.	conducted	the	transportation	cost	analysis	and	PCR	Services	Corporation	conducted	the	environmental	
analysis,	which	 focused	 on	 air	 quality	 and	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	 resulting	 from	 the	 hauling	 of	waste.		
Based	 on	 the	 second	 screening	 no	 alternatives	 were	 eliminated	 as	 the	 difference	 in	 cost	 and	 emissions	
between	 the	 sites	was	 not	 considered	 to	 be	 substantial	 enough	 to	 eliminate	 any	 of	 the	 alternatives	 from	
further	review.	 	Thus,	 five	off‐site	alternatives	are	evaluated	 in	the	EIS.	 	These	five	off‐site	alternatives	are	
described	in	subsection	3.7,	below.	
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This	 Draft	 EIS	 evaluates	 five	 alternatives	 to	 the	 Applicant's	 Proposed	 Alternative	 as	well	 as	 a	 No	 Federal	
Action	 Alternative.	 	 In	 this	 EIS,	 the	 USACE’s	 federal	 action	 is	 whether	 to	 issue	 a	 permit,	 issue	 with	
modification	or	conditions,	or	deny	the	permit	as	requested	by	Gregory	Canyon,	Ltd.		The	permit	evaluation	
considers	only	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Action	within	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	site.		The	analysis	of	the	
five	off‐site	alternatives	 in	 this	EIS	 is	 solely	provided	 to	 support	 compliance	with	NEPA;	 this	EIS	does	not	
consider	any	federal	action	for	any	of	the	five	alternative	sites.			

3.6  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND WITHDRAWN 

As	 discussed	 above,	 the	 USACE	 considered	 on‐site	 and	 off‐site	 alternatives	 to	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative.	 	 As	 discussed	 above,	 a	 screening	 evaluation	 was	 conducted	 based	 on	 County	 siting	 studies	
conducted	in	the	late	1980s/early	1990s	in	which	a	total	of	339	sites	were	evaluated	(196	in	North	County	
and	143	in	Southwestern	County).	 	The	screening	evaluation	focused	on	nine	sites	that	appeared	to	be	the	
most	viable	based	on	years	of	study	by	the	County.		The	four	off‐site	locations	that	are	withdrawn	as	a	result	
of	 the	 screening	 are	 discussed	 below.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 two	 on‐site	 locations	 that	 were	 considered	 are	
discussed	below	along	with	the	rationale	for	withdrawing	these	alternatives	from	further	analysis.			

3.6.1  Off‐Site Alternatives 

Review	and	consideration	of	the	previous	County	siting	studies,	County	Siting	Elements,	and	the	County	Five‐
Year	 CIWMP/RAIWMP	Review	 Report,	 led	 to	 a	 decision	 to	 screen	 out	 hundreds	 of	 potential	 landfill	 sites	
evaluated	in	these	studies,	and	to	focus	on	nine	sites	that	appeared	to	be	the	most	viable	based	on	years	of	
study	 by	 the	 County.	 	 Based	 on	 further	 screening	 of	 these	 sites,	 two	 sites,	 Loma	 Alta	 and	 South	 of	 Lake	
Hodges,	were	eliminated	due	to	land	use	compatibility	issues.		The	Loma	Alta	site,	which	is	located	in	the	City	
of	 Oceanside,	 has	 been	 partially	 developed	 with	 light	 industrial	 uses	 since	 the	 time	 that	 the	 site	 was	
considered	by	the	County	as	a	candidate	site,	and	the	area	surrounding	the	site	has	become	more	urbanized,	
including	proximate	residential	uses.		The	South	of	Lake	Hodges	site,	which	is	located	in	the	County,	has	been	
graded	 for	 residential	 development,	 and	 other	 residential	 uses	 are	 under	 development	 or	 are	 developed	
adjacent	to	and	in	close	proximity	to	the	site.			

Based	 on	 the	 information	 contained	 in	 a	 1990	 Draft	 EIR/EIS,33	 and	 confirmed	 through	 the	 screening	
evaluation,	Blue	Canyon	was	also	found	to	be	infeasible	for	the	development	of	a	landfill	as	the	site	is	located	
within	proximity	of	a	known	earthquake	 fault,34	which	could	alter	 the	potential	 capacity	of	 the	 landfill.	 	 In	
addition,	 the	 Blue	 Canyon	 site	 would	 not	 have	 adequate	 soil	 materials	 on	 site	 for	 daily	 operation	 which	
would	require	that	materials	be	trucked	to	the	site	or	alternative	cover	be	used.		Finally,	Blue	Canyon	is	not	
readily	accessible	from	the	population	centers	in	North	County,	and	would	require	extensive	improvements	
on	SR‐79.			

With	 regard	 to	 the	 Liberty	Quarry	 site,	 Geosyntec	 conducted	 a	 preliminary	 evaluation	 of	 the	 feasibility	 of	
locating	a	landfill	on	the	site,	as	the	site	has	not	been	the	subject	of	previous	landfill	siting	studies.		There	are	

																																																													
33	 Draft	EIR/EIS,	prepared	by	Butler	Roach	Group.	 	The	Draft	EIR/EIS	evaluated	three	potential	North	County	facilities:	 	Aspen	Road,	

Blue	Canyon,	and	Gregory	Canyon.	
34		 As	indicated	in	the	1990	Draft	EIR/EIS	for	North	County	Class	III	Landfill	(January	1990),	a	trace	of	the	Aquanga	Fault	and	traces	of	

the	Aqua	Caliente	fault	zone	are	located	on	the	adjacent	Vista	Irrigation	District	land.			
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two	canyons	located	on	the	Liberty	Quarry	site.		The	western	canyon	would	provide	an	estimated	capacity	of	
11	mcy.		The	western	canyon	is	long	and	narrow,	which	is	less	desirable	from	an	operational	standpoint	as	it	
is	 difficult	 for	 equipment	 to	 access	 and	work	 in	 the	 landfill	 and	 results	 in	 landfill	 operating	 cells	 that	 are	
difficult	to	construct.	 	The	eastern	canyon	is	smaller	and	faces	I‐15	and	Temecula.	 	Therefore,	the	site	does	
not	 provide	 enough	 capacity	 to	 represent	 a	 viable	 alternative	 to	 the	 proposed	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	
without	substantial	excavation.		A	quarry	is	proposed	on	the	site.35			

Location	 of	 a	 landfill	 in	 the	 footprint	 proposed	 for	 the	 quarry	 would	 require	 substantial	 excavation	 of	
material.		The	excavation	would	require	blasting	and	essentially	would	result	in	quarry	activities	to	allow	for	
the	landfill	 in	that	location.	 	The	timing	to	complete	removal	of	the	material	prior	to	the	start	of	 landfilling	
would	not	 likely	meet	 San	Diego	County’s	 need	 for	 a	new	 landfill	 as	 the	excavation	of	 the	material	would	
occur	over	many	years.		(The	Draft	EIR	for	Liberty	Quarry	indicates	that	quarrying	would	occur	for	75	years.)		
If	 a	 portion	 of	 the	material	were	 excavated	 and	 then	 the	 area	 filled	 (i.e.,	 a	 combined	quarry	 and	 landfill),	
potential	conflicts	could	result	between	the	two	operations.		In	addition,	combined	operations	could	result	in	
a	substantial	 increase	in	environmental	impacts	or	might	otherwise	require	operation	at	very	low	levels	to	
reduce	environmental	 impacts.	 	 In	addition,	resources,	such	as	soil	and	water	would	be	needed	at	the	site.		
Soil	 for	 daily	 operation	 and	 cover	material	 would	 need	 to	 be	 imported	 to	 the	 site.	 	 On‐site	 water	 is	 not	
available	for	construction	and	operation	and	water	would	need	to	be	trucked	to	or	piped	into	the	site.		While	
these	are	additional	factors	to	consider	in	siting,	based	on	the	technical	infeasibility	related	to	the	capacity	of	
the	site,	the	Liberty	Quarry	site	was	withdrawn	from	further	consideration.			

3.6.2  On‐Site Alternative South of SR 76 

As	shown	in	Figure	3‐37,	On‐Site	Alternatives	Considered	But	Withdrawn,	the	On‐Site	Alternative	South	of	SR	
76	would	locate	the	landfill	and	associated	facilities	on	the	site	south	of	SR	76.		The	landfill	footprint	would	
occupy	approximately	191	acres	and	would	be	located	outside	Gregory	Canyon	in	the	southwestern	portion	
of	the	site,	west	of	the	existing	aqueduct	easement.		The	landfill	footprint	would	include	the	areas	proposed	
as	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Areas	 A	 and	 B	 in	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 Under	 this	 alternative,	 the	
landfill	would	create	a	landform	that	would	rise	in	elevation	from	approximately	400	feet	Mean	Sea	Level	(ft	
amsl)	at	the	western	property	boundary	to	a	maximum	elevation	of	950	ft	amsl	at	the	central	portion	of	the	
southern	property	boundary.		On‐Site	Alternative	South	of	SR	76	would	require	approximately	48.3		mcy	of	
excavation	 and	 would	 generate	 52	 mcy	 of	 gross	 airspace	 (compared	 with	 approximately	 7.9	 mcy	 of	
excavation	and	59.5	mcy	of	gross	airspace	from	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative).		The	disposal	capacity	
for	On‐Site	Alternative	South	of	SR	76	would	be	approximately	27	million	tons.	

The	ancillary	facilities	would	be	located	to	the	north	of	the	landfill	footprint	in	the	western	portion	of	the	site,	
south	and	adjacent	to	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		A	desilting	basin	would	be	located	adjacent	to	these	facilities	
north	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 The	 excavated	 materials	 would	 be	 stockpiled	 in	 the	 southern	 portion	 of	
Gregory	Canyon	and	would	occupy	approximately	92	acres.		Another	desilting	basin	would	be	located	north	
of	 the	 stockpile	 area.	 	 An	 internal	 haul	 road	 would	 be	 developed	 connecting	 the	 stockpile	 area	 with	 the	
landfill	footprint.	

																																																													
35		 The	County	of	Riverside	certified	an	EIR	for	the	quarry	development	but	denied	the	application.		An	ordinance	was	recently	adopted	

by	the	County	that	would	allow	fast‐tracking	for	certain	projects,	one	of	which	would	be	surface	mining.		However,	litigation	against	
the	adoption	of	the	ordinance	has	been	filed	by	the	City	of	Temecula.	
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Site	access	from	SR	76	would	be	west	of	the	proposed	location	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	A	
bridge	would	be	constructed	to	cross	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	requiring	a	CWA	Section	404	permit	from	the	
USACE.	 	 Improvements	 to	 SR	76	would	be	 required	 to	allow	 for	adequate	 turning	movements	and	on‐site	
vehicle	queuing.			

The	USACE	determined	 that	 an	On‐Site	Alternative	 South	of	 SR	76	would	be	 impractical	 for	 the	 following	
reasons.		Historically,	industry	practices	in	San	Diego	County	and	other	areas	of	southern	California	often	use	
the	 canyon‐fill	 approach	 for	 landfills,	 which	 results	 in	 a	 more	 efficient	 and	 cost‐effective	 landfill.36		
Alternative	1	would	locate	the	landfill	to	the	west	of	the	canyon.	 	Therefore,	this	Alternative	would	require	
significantly	more	excavation	than	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	(48.3	mcy	as	compared	to	7.9	mcy	
for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative)	 for	 a	 similar	quantity	of	disposal	 airspace.	 	The	 large	amount	of	
excavation	would	be	needed	to	create	a	canyon	or	hole	for	the	disposal	of	waste.		The	additional	excavation	
that	would	be	needed	to	create	the	 landfill	 footprint	would	 likely	significantly	 increase	the	overall	costs	of	
development	(including	excavation,	hauling,	and	long‐term	or	permanent	stockpiling).37			

The	 significant	 excavation	 required	 for	 the	On‐Site	Alternative	 South	of	 SR	76	would	 lengthen	 the	 landfill	
development	 schedule	 and	could	adversely	 impact	 landfill	phasing	and	waste	acceptance	 if	 airspace	 could	
not	be	made	available	ahead	of	excavation.		For	example,	excavation	of	48.3	mcy	at	the	maximum	permitted	
rate	 of	 10,000	 cy	 per	 day,38	 at	 307	 days	 per	 year,	 would	 require	 over	 15	years,	 assuming	 continuous	
excavation.			

The	 required	 stockpile	 footprint	 is	 a	 function	 of	 the	 total	 volume	 of	 material	 to	 be	 stockpiled,	 and	 the	
stockpile	geometry,	height,	slope	inclinations,	etc.		However,	stockpiling	of	surplus	soils	(in	excess	of	30	mcy	
for	On‐Site	Alternative	South	of	SR	76)	would	require	significant	area	for	 long‐term	or	permanent	storage,	
reportedly	 on	 the	 order	 of	 92	 acres	 (compared	 to	 a	 total	 of	 approximately	 87	 acres	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative)	depending	on	stockpile	geometry.			

3.6.3  On‐Site Alternative North of SR 76  

As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 3‐37,	 the	 On‐Site	 Alternative	North	 of	 SR	 76	would	 locate	 the	 landfill	 and	 associated	
facilities	 to	 the	north	of	SR	76.	 	The	 landfill	 footprint	would	occupy	approximately	50	acres	and	would	be	
located	within	a	canyon	in	the	northwestern	portion	of	the	site,	west	of	the	existing	aqueduct	easement.		The	
landfill	would	create	a	landform	that	would	rise	in	elevation	from	approximately	450	ft	amsl	at	the	southern	
end	of	 the	 footprint,	 closest	 to	SR	76,	 to	a	maximum	elevation	of	1,200	 ft	 amsl	at	 the	northern	end	of	 the	
footprint.	 	 On‐Site	 Alternative	 North	 of	 SR	 76	 would	 require	 excavation	 of	 4.8	 mcy	 and	 would	 generate	
approximately	 6.4	 mcy	 of	 gross	 airspace,	 compared	 with	 7.9	 mcy	 of	 excavation	 and	 59.5	 mcy	 of	 gross	
airspace	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		The	disposal	capacity	for	the	On‐Site	Alternative	North	
of	SR	76	would	be	approximately	3.3	million	tons.	

The	 ancillary	 facilities	 and	 desilting	 basin	 would	 be	 located	 on	 the	 north	 side	 of	 SR	 76,	 adjacent	 to	 the	
southern	portion	of	 the	 footprint.	 	The	 soil	 required	 for	 construction	and	operation	of	On‐Site	Alternative	

																																																													
36		 Geosyntec,	On‐Site	Alternatives	Memo,	April	2012	(see	Appendix	C	of	this	EIS).	
37		 Geosyntec,	On‐Site	Alternatives	Memo,	April	2012	(see	Appendix	C	of	this	EIS).	
38	 The maximum excavation rate of 10,000 cy per day is considered a reasonable value for large-scale landfill excavation projects, 

although larger excavation rates can be achieved with appropriate equipment spread and work area size.	
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North	of	SR	76	may	be	on	the	order	of	3	mcy39,	which	is	a	significant	percentage	of	the	4.8	mcy	excavation	
volume.	 	A	 smaller	 stockpile	 area	would	be	 required	 for	permanent	or	 long‐term	storage.	 	As	 there	 is	not	
adequate	or	practical	 area	on	 the	north	 side	of	SR	76,	 the	borrow/stockpile	area	would	be	 located	on	 the	
south	side	of	SR	76,	requiring	a	bridge	 for	earthmoving	equipment.	 	For	practical	purposes	such	as	safety,	
traffic,	 logistics,	 etc.,	 construction	 vehicles	 would	 not	 be	 permitted	 to	 cross	 SR	 76	 and	 a	 bridge	 (or	
undercrossing)	would	be	required	to	convey	vehicles.	

Site	access	from	SR	76	would	likely	be	west	of	the	access	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		As	with	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 improvements	to	SR	76	would	be	required	to	allow	for	adequate	turning	
movements	and	on‐site	vehicle	queuing.			

A	 landfill	 with	 a	 capacity	 similar	 to	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 is	 considered	 infeasible	 on	 the	
portion	of	the	property	located	north	of	SR	76	due	to	the	size	of	the	canyon.		Due	to	the	relatively	small	size	of	
the	canyon	on	the	north	side	of	SR	76,	this	on‐site	alternative	would	provide	less	gross	airspace	compared	
with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	(6.4	mcy	as	compared	 to	59.5	mcy	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Preferred	
Alternative).		While	it	may	be	possible	to	increase	the	capacity	of	the	On‐Site	Alternative	North	of	SR	76	with	
a	more	detailed	design,	an	increase	in	capacity	would	require	a	significant	increase	in	excavation.		Given	the	
limited	 size	 of	 the	 canyon,	 the	On‐Site	Alternative	North	of	 SR	76	 is	 considered	 infeasible	 as	 it	would	not	
meet	the	project	need.			

With	regard	to	borrow/stockpile,	no	areas	were	identified	north	of	SR	76.		Thus,	SR	76	would	separate	the	
landfill	 footprint	and	 the	borrow/stockpile	area.	 	This	would	result	 in	additional	costs	due	 to	 the	distance	
between	 the	 footprint	 and	 the	 borrow/stockpile	 area	 as	 well	 as	 the	 need	 to	 construct	 a	 bridge	 or	
undercrossing	to	provide	a	safe	crossing	of	SR	76	by	heavy	equipment.			

3.6.4  Other Potential On‐Site Alternatives 

Based	on	Geosyntec’s	 review	of	 the	site	 topography	and	 the	 limits	of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
and	 the	 two	 on‐site	 alternatives,	 the	 USACE	 determined	 that	 the	 available	 on‐site	 alternative	 landfill	
locations	 have	 been	 evaluated	 and	 that	 the	 extent	 of	 the	 two	 on‐site	 alternatives	 have	 generally	 been	
maximized	considering	the	preliminary	nature	of	the	evaluation	and	site	constraints	 including	topography,	
property	boundary,	easements	and	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	100‐year	floodplain.	 	Thus,	no	additional	on‐site	
alternatives	were	evaluated.	

3.7  NO FEDERAL ACTION AND OFF‐SITE ALTERNATIVES 

Based	on	 the	 alternatives	 screening	process	described	 above,	 and	 in	 addition	 to	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	 (Alternative	 1),	 the	 following	 additional	 alternatives	 are	 evaluated	 in	 this	 EIS:	 the	No	 Federal	
Action	Alternative	(Alternative	2);	Aspen	Road	Alternative	(Alternative	3);	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	
(Alternative	4);	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 (Alternative	5);	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 (Alternative	6);	
and	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	(Alternative	7).		Each	of	these	alternatives	is	described	below.			

																																																													
39	 The soil required was estimated by a ratio of the soil required to footprint of the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative.	
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As	indicated	above,	the	USACE	identified	five	off‐site	alternative	locations	for	a	landfill.		In	order	to	evaluate	
the	off‐site	 alternatives,	 conceptual	 designs	were	prepared	by	Geosyntec.	 	 The	 conceptual	designs	are	not	
intended	 to	 provide	 a	 level	 of	 detail	 that	might	 otherwise	 be	 appropriate	 if	 these	 off‐site	 locations	 were	
formally	being	pursued	for	development.		Rather,	the	conceptual	plans	are	intended	to	provide	a	basis	for	a	
meaningful	 evaluation	 of	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives	 in	 this	 EIS.	 	 Please	 see	 Appendix	 C	 for	 the	 technical	
memorandum.			

Geosyntec	 reviewed	 available	 information	 and	 based	 on	 their	 landfill	 experience	 prepared	 concept‐level	
figures	illustrating	excavation	and	earthen	fill	to	achieve	base	liner	system	grades,	waste	and	final	cover	soil	
fill	to	achieve	final	cover	grades,	and	general	site	facilities	plans	for	each	off‐site	alternative.		The	existing	site	
topography	for	the	off‐site	alternative	locations	was	obtained	from	USGS	Quadrangle	map	data	with	a	40‐foot	
contour	interval,	and	interpolated	using	Geographic	Information	Systems	(GIS)	software	to	a	10‐foot	contour	
interval.		The	datum	used	for	the	project	is	mean	sea	level	(msl).	

The	conceptual	plans	were	developed	considering	Title	27	of	the	California	Code	of	Regulations	(27	CCR)	and	
standard	 features	 for	 southern	 California	 landfills,	 including:	 2H:1V	 (horizontal:vertical)	 excavation	 slope	
inclinations;	3H:1V	maximum	landfill	fill	slope	inclinations;	a	2	percent	minimum	landfill	base	liner	system	
grade;	and	a	3	percent	minimum	landfill	final	cover	grade.		The	excavation	grades	and	depths	were	targeted	
to	provide	a	rough	order	of	magnitude	soil	balance	(excavation,	embankment	fill,	daily/intermediate	cover,	
and	final	cover),	minimize	rock	excavation,	and	result	in	similar	average	excavation	depths	to	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative.	

Recent	 site‐specific	 groundwater	 contour	 information	 is	 not	 available	 for	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.		
Regulations	 from	 27	 CCR	 (Article	 3	 Section	 20240)	 require	 a	 minimum	 five‐foot	 separation	 between	
groundwater	and	waste.		Control	of	groundwater	to	meet	this	requirement	could	be	achieved	with	the	use	of	
subdrains	 at	 each	of	 the	 sites	 as	necessary.	 	Ancillary	 features	 to	 the	 landfill,	 such	as	desilting	basins	 and	
access	 roads,	were	evaluated	 in	 terms	of	approximate	 location	and	size,	but	were	not	designed	or	graded.		
Similarly,	 site	 access	 roads,	 benches	 for	 access,	 stormwater	 conveyance,	 and	 erosion	 control	 best	
management	practices	were	not	included	in	the	conceptual	plans.	

No	 site	 reconnaissance	was	 feasible	 as	 the	 sites	 are	 under	 private	 ownership	 and	 are	 not	 accessible.	 	 In	
addition,	detailed	analyses	that	have	been	conducted	over	the	years	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
such	 as	 development	 of	 ground	motions	 or	 performing	 static	 and	 seismic	 slope	 stability	 analyses,	 are	not	
feasible	to	complete	at	the	conceptual	level	of	design.	

3.7.1  Alternative 2 – No Federal Action Alternative 

Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	a	USACE	permit	would	not	be	issued	and	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	would	not	take	place.	 	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	evaluates	the	environmental	effects	of	
taking	 no	 federal	 action,	 including	 effects	which	may	 occur	 on	 the	Gregory	 Canyon	 site	 if	 a	 landfill	 is	 not	
developed,	and	the	effects	associated	with	waste	transport	and	disposal	that	would	reasonably	be	expected	
to	occur	if	the	landfill	was	not	developed,	in	order	to	accommodate	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County	
San	Diego.		The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	serves	as	the	basis	for	determining	the	environmental	effects	
of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	the	other	 landfill	alternatives	considered	and	evaluated	in	this	
EIS.	
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The Gregory Canyon Site 

Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	a	landfill	would	not	be	developed	on	the	Gregory	Canyon	site.		The	
existing	unoccupied	dairy	 structures	and	 residences	on	 the	 site	would	remain	and	no	development	would	
occur	throughout	the	site’s	open	space	areas.		The	only	changes	assumed	to	take	place	on	the	site	under	the	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	are	associated	with	establishment	of	an	approximately	1,752	acre	biological	
resources	 conservation	 area	 (see	 Figure	 3‐38,	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 –	 Habitat	 Restoration	 and	
Conservation	Bank	Areas).	 	The	conservation	area	would	include	a	conservation	bank	on	1,534	acres,	and	a	
habitat	restoration	area	on	approximately	218	acres.		Creation	of	a	conservation	area	under	the	No	Federal	
Action	 Alternative	 is	 a	 reasonable	 expectation,	 as	 the	 site	 supports	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 four	
federally	listed	species.		Three	of	these	species,	the	least	Bell’s	vireo,	the	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	and	
the	arroyo	 toad,	 are	associated	with	 the	 riparian	habitat	 found	along	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River;	one	of	 these	
species,	the	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	is	associated	with	the	coastal	sage	scrub	on	site.		Based	on	recent	
biological	 surveys	 on	 the	 property,	 the	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 the	 arroyo	 toad	 are	 present	 on	 site	 today.		
Historical	 records	 indicate	 the	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher	 and	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 have	
occurred	on	site	as	well.		

The	 approximately	 1,534	 acre	 conservation	 bank	 area	 (encompassing	 approximately	 37	 acres	 of	 USACE	
jurisdictional	 areas)	 would	 include	 USACE	 jurisdictional	 areas	 and	 areas	 currently	 vegetated	 with	 native	
habitat	(excludes	disturbed,	agriculture	and	developed	areas).		These	areas	would	be	conserved	only,	with	no	
restoration	 activities	 proposed.	 	 The	 area	 would	 include	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 chaparral,	 riparian,	 and	
grassland	habitat	that	would	benefit	the	federally	listed	species	mentioned	above,	in	addition	to	the	golden	
eagle.			

The	 approximately	 218‐acre	 habitat	 restoration	 area	 would	 avoid	 USACE	 jurisdictional	 areas	 and	 would	
otherwise	 be	 the	 same	 as	 under	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 Sloped	 and	 elevated	 areas	 in	 the	
uplands	 exhibiting	 relatively	 thin	 soils	 would	 be	 restored	 to	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 chaparral,	 and	 native	
grassland	 habitat	 as	 appropriate.		 Gradually	 sloped,	 lower	 areas	 in	 the	 uplands	 exhibiting	 thicker,	 alluvial	
soils	would	be	restored	to	oak	woodland	with	an	alluvial	scrub	and	native	grassland	understory.		Closer	to	
the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	the	habitat	to	be	restored	would	transition	into	mesic	alluvial	scrub,	which	is	a	coastal	
sage	 scrub	 association.		 Some	 equipment	 would	 be	 used	 for	 grading.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 use	 of	 temporary	
supplemental	 irrigation	 would	 be	 used	 to	 germinate	 native	 seed,	 and	 would	 help	 establish	 the	 plants	 to	
ensure	success	as	soon	as	possible.		Under	ideal	conditions,	three	years	of	irrigation	from	a	temporary	above‐
ground	system	should	be	adequate	to	germinate	seed	and	establish	native	vegetation.		After	the	areas	have	
become	established,	the	temporary	irrigation	system	would	be	removed	from	the	site.		Activities	would	also	
include	implementation	of	management	practices	to	remove	or	control	growth	of	non‐native	exotic	species.		
By	avoiding	USACE	 jurisdictional	areas,	no	USACE	CWA	Section	404	permit	would	be	 required.	 	However,	
restoration	 of	 these	 areas	 would	 require	 USFWS	 and	 CDFG	 approval	 pursuant	 to	 the	 conservation	 bank	
process	 and	 the	 presence	 of	 listed	 species	 and	 critical	 habitat.		 Restoration	 of	 these	 areas	 would,	 in	
particular,	benefit	the	arroyo	toad,	 least	Bell’s	vireo,	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	and	coastal	California	
gnatcatcher.	

Solid Waste Disposal in San Diego County 

As	 previously	 indicated,	 under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 a	 landfill	 would	 not	 be	 developed.		
Therefore,	waste	generated	in	North	San	Diego	County	would	continue	to	be	disposed	of	at	landfills	within	
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the	County	or	outside	of	the	County	as	is	currently	the	case.		Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	waste	
generated	 in	or	near	North	County	would	continue	 to	be	disposed	of	 at	 Sycamore	Canyon,	Otay,	Miramar,	
Prima	Deshecha,	and	El	Sobrante	Landfills.	 	However,	the	in‐County	capacity	would	be	exhausted	by	2024,	
absent	 the	development	of	a	new	 landfill.	 	As	available	disposal	capacity	 is	exhausted	 in	 the	County,	 there	
would	be	a	greater	reliance	on	out‐of‐County	disposal	facilities.		Based	on	information	and	analysis	provided	
in	 the	Needs	Assessment	 included	as	Appendix	B,	of	 this	EIS,	 it	 is	assumed	that	by	2025,	and	as	 in‐County	
capacity	is	exceeded,	solid	waste	generated	in	San	Diego	County	would	be	exported.			

It	 should	be	 acknowledged	 that	 a	number	of	 contractual	 and	economic	practicalities	 (i.e.,	 costs	 associated	
with	 waste	 flow,	 such	 as	 transportation	 costs	 and	 tipping	 fees)	 present	 challenges	 to	 resolving	 disposal	
capacity	 limitations	 through	 export	 of	waste	 to	 other	 Counties.	 	 A	 primary	 limitation	 includes	 in	 place	 or	
pending	 agreements	 that	 restrict	 in	 some	 fashion	 acceptance	 of	 out‐of‐county	 waste	 by	 Orange,	 San	
Bernardino,	 and	 Riverside	 counties.	 	 More	 specifically,	 Orange	 County	 does	 not	 anticipate	 extending	
agreements	 to	 accept	 out‐of‐County	 waste	 beyond	 2016;	 San	 Bernardino	 County	 is	 limited	 to	 accepting	
between	20,000	and	100,000	 tons	per	year	of	out‐of‐county	waste,40	 and	Riverside	County	would	need	an	
out‐of‐County	waste	agreement	to	allow	acceptance	of	waste	from	San	Diego	County.		Regarding	Los	Angeles	
County,	 which	 does	 not	 have	 restrictions,	 their	 own	 limited	 capacity	 and	 the	 costs	 associated	 with	
transportation	 and	 tipping	 fees	 to	 transport	 waste	 generated	 in	 San	 Diego	 County	 to	 Mesquite	 Regional	
Landfill	(MRL),	are	cited	as	major	constraints	to	export	of	waste	to	Los	Angeles	County	facilities.		In	addition,	
there	is	no	existing	or	planned	intermodal	rail	facility	to	transport	waste	from	San	Diego	County	to	MRL	in	
Imperial	 County.	 Despite	 these	 limitations	 (transportation	 costs,	 agreements,	 and	 lack	 of	 infrastructure),	
with	 no	 new	 or	 expanded	 landfill	 development	 occurring	 under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 it	 is	
assumed	 that	 San	 Diego	 County’s	 waste	 would	 most	 likely	 be	 exported	 to	 the	 El	 Sobrante	 Landfill	 in	
Riverside	County.		Waste	would	be	collected	as	it	is	currently,	taken	to	transfer	stations	and	then	trucked	via	
transfer	trucks	to	El	Sobrante	Landfill.			

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	recognizes	that	various	efforts	are	underway	at	the	local	and	state	level	to	
reduce	waste	 disposal,	 such	 as	 recycling	 and	 construction	 and	 demolition	 (C&D)	 programs.	 	 Some	 of	 the	
comments	received	during	 the	scoping	process	 for	 this	EIS	raised	 the	concept	of	zero	waste	and	extended	
producer	 responsibility	 (EPR).	 	 CalRecyle	defines	EPR	as	 “…a	 strategy	 to	place	 a	 shared	 responsibility	 for	
end‐of	life	product	management	on	the	producers,	and	all	entities	involved	in	the	product	chain,	instead	of	
the	 general	 public;	while	 encouraging	product	 design	 changes	 that	minimize	 a	negative	 impact	 on	human	
health	and	the	environment	at	every	stage	of	the	product's	lifecycle.		This	allows	the	costs	of	treatment	and	
disposal	to	be	incorporated	into	the	total	cost	of	a	product.		It	places	primary	responsibility	on	the	producer,	
or	brand	owner,	who	makes	design	and	marketing	decisions.		It	also	creates	a	setting	for	markets	to	emerge	
that	truly	reflect	the	environmental	impacts	of	a	product,	and	to	which	producers	and	consumers	respond.”41		
While	 it	 is	acknowledged	 that	efforts	 toward	reducing	solid	waste	disposal	have	had	success,	and	 that	 the	
amount	of	waste	being	disposed	of	on	a	per	capita	basis	is	trending	downward,	the	amount	of	reduction	in	
solid	 waste	 that	 will	 be	 achieved	 over	 time	 is	 unknown.	 	 Although	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	
conservatively	 assumes,	 consistent	 with	 the	 Needs	 Assessment,	 that	 in‐County	 landfill	 capacity	 would	 be	
exhausted	 by	 2024,	 it	 also	 recognizes	 that	 decreases	 in	 waste	 disposal	 through	 increased	 diversion	

																																																													
40		 A	revision	to	the	solid	waste	facility	permit(s)	would	be	needed	in	order	to	increase	daily	capacity.	 	Increased	daily	capacity	would	

shorten	total	site	life	and	may	result	in	the	need	to	increase	site	capacity.	
41	 	CalRecycle	website,	accessed	August	31,	2012.	
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programs	could	extend	the	life	of	County	landfills	by	an	additional	2	years	if	disposal	rates	decreased	by	20	
percent,	or	by	3	years	if	disposal	rates	increased	by	50	percent.42		

3.7.2  Off‐Site Alternatives 

This	 subsection	provides	 a	description	of	 the	 five	off‐site	alternatives	 that	are	being	evaluated	 in	 this	EIS.		
Table	3‐7,	Summary	of	Conceptual	Plan	Information	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Off‐Site	Alternatives,	provides	a	
summary	of	the	characteristics	of	the	off‐site	alternatives.	

3.7.3  Alternative 3 – Aspen Road Alternative 

The	Aspen	Road	 site	has	been	 considered	as	 a	potential	 landfill	 site	by	 the	County	of	 San	Diego	 for	many	
years.		The	Aspen	Road	site	was	one	of	three	landfill	sites	evaluated	in	the	1990	Draft	EIR/EIS	for	the	North	
County	Class	III	Landfill	(BRG,	1990).		In	addition,	Aspen	Road	was	designated	as	a	tentative	Class	III	landfill	
site	in	the	County’s	Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan	(1996).43			

3.7.3.1  Site Location and Description 

The	 Aspen	 Road	 site	 is	 located	 in	 North	 County	 approximately	 seven	miles	 northwest	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative.	 	Please	see	Figure	3‐39,	Regional	and	Site	Location	for	Aspen	Road	Alternative.	 	More	
specifically,	the	Aspen	Road	site	is	located	approximately	1.5	miles	west	of	I‐15	near	the	Mission	Road	exit.		
The	site	is	located	approximately	four	miles	northeast	of	the	town	of	Fallbrook	and	about	two	miles	west	of	
Rainbow.	 The	 Aspen	 Road	 site	 would	 be	 approximately	 456	 acres	 in	 size	 and	 would	 be	 comprised	 of	
numerous	 parcels	 held	 in	 private	 ownership.	 	 The	Aspen	Road	 site	 is	 located	 in	 a	 rural	 area.	 	 The	 site	 is	
primarily	vacant,	undeveloped	land.		However,	a	few	rural	residences,	buildings,	and	trailers	are	located	on	
the	 site.	 	 The	majority	 of	 the	 rural	 residences	 are	 located	 on	 the	western	 portion	 of	 the	 alternative	 site.		
Agricultural	uses	are	also	located	on	the	eastern	and	western	portions	of	site.		Lands	to	the	north	of	the	site	
are	undeveloped.	 	Lands	 to	 the	east,	west,	and	south	are	generally	rural	 residential,	with	agricultural	uses	
including	nurseries	 and	avocado	and	citrus	groves,	 and	vacant,	undeveloped	 land.	 	The	Roadrunner	Ridge	
Winery	is	located	north	of	the	site.			

The	 Aspen	 Road	 site	 topography	 is	 moderately	 rugged	 with	 steep	 natural	 slopes,	 with	 typical	 slope	
inclinations	on	 the	order	of	2H:1V	or	 flatter.	 	The	main	canyon	 located	on	 the	 site	drains	generally	 to	 the	
south.		A	USGS	designated	blue	line	drainage	flows	toward	the	southwest	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	site	
and	is	a	minor	tributary	to	an	unnamed	stream	that	joins	Rainbow	Creek.		Rainbow	Creek	runs	through	the	
southern	portion	of	the	site.		The	elevations	on	site	range	from	approximately	820	feet	amsl	in	the	Rainbow	
Creek	drainage	at	the	southern	portion	of	the	site	to	approximately	1,475	feet	near	the	eastern	site	boundary.			

The	Aspen	Road	site	is	primarily	designated	Rural	Lands	(RL‐20)	in	the	County’s	General	Plan.		However,	a	
small	area	on	the	eastern	portion	of	the	alternative	site	is	designated	Semi‐Rural	Residential	(SR‐10)	and		

																																																													
42		 Needs	Assessment	of	the	Proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	in	Northern	San	Diego	County,	R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.,	April	14,	2011.	
43	 Aspen	Road	was	 removed	 from	 the	Siting	Element	 in	 the	County’s	2005	Update	of	 the	Siting	Element	 since	 the	General	Plan	and	

zoning	for	the	site	had	not	been	amended	to	allow	the	development	of	a	landfill.		Nonetheless,	despite	the	General	Plan	designation	
and	zoning,	based	on	the	screening	evaluation	the	site	appears	viable	as	an	alternative	for	landfill	development.	
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Table 3‐7 
 Summary of Conceptual Plan Information Gregory Canyon Landfill Off‐Site Alternatives 

	

Parameter 

Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Alternative 
a
  Off‐Site Alternatives 

b
 

Gregory 
Canyon 

Merriam 
Mountain South  Aspen Road 

Gopher 
Canyon Road 

East Otay 
Mesa 

Historical	Site	Boundary	Area	(acres)	 308.6	
(current)	

343.8	 406.7	 227.4	 422.7	

Conceptual	Site	Boundary	Area	(acres)	 1,770	 552.5	 456.1	 473.5	 450.0	

Potential	Stockpile	Area	(acres)	 83.5	 46	 17	 37	 64	

Conceptual	Stockpile	Height	(ft)	 100	to	200	 100	to	140	 50	to	100	 120	to	220	 50	to	250	

Waste	Footprint	Area	(acres)	 183	 199	 165	 180	 146.0	

Maximum	Fill	Elevation	(ft	amsl)	 1,	110	 1,395	 1,465	 1,150	 1,010	

Minimum	Excavation	Elevation	(ft	amsl)	 380	 730	 900	 530	 540	

Typical	Range	of	Excavation	Depth	(ft)	 50	to	75	 20	to	100	 20	to	70	 20	to	100	 40	to	120	

Localized	Max.	Excavation	Depth	(ft)	 75	 160	 100	 150	 140	

Gross	Excavation	Volume	(mcy)c	 7.9	 7.5	 10.0	 11.8	 15.1	

Typical	Waste	Fill	Slope	Inclination	 3.5H:1V	 3.5H:1V	 3H:1V	 3H:1V	 3H:1V		

Maximum	Cut	Slope	Inclination	 2H:1V	 2H:1V	 2H:1V	 2H:1V	 2H:1V		

Suitable	Excavation	for	Cover	Soil	(mcy)	d	 4.9	 4.8	 6.7	 4.4	 2.4	

Suitable	Borrow	for	Cover	Soil	(mcy)d	 4.5	 1.1	 0.7	 0.9	 1.0	

Soil	Fill	Volume	(mcy)c	 1.2	 2.5	 1.0	 2.8	 0.7	

Operations	Soil	Layer	Volume	(mcy)	 0.6	 0.7	 0.6	 0.6	 0.5	

Net	Excavation	Volume	(mcy)e	 6.7	 5.0	 9.0	 9.0	 14.4	

Gross	Airspace	(mcy)f	 59.5	 52.6	 48.7	 45.0	 49.0	

Estimated	Final	Cover	Volume	(mcy)g	 0.9	 1.0	 0.8	 0.9	 0.7	

Liner	Clay	Volume	(mcy)h	 0.6	 0.7	 0.6	 0.6	 0.5	

Liner	Gravel/Drainage	Layer	Vol.	(mcy)i	 0.3	 0.2	 0.2	 0.2	 0.4	

With	a	4:1	Waste	to	Soil	Ratio	 	 	 	 	 	

Daily/Intermediate	Cover	Volume	(mcy)j	 11.4	 10.0	 9.3	 8.5	 9.4	

Total	Soil	Requirement	(mcy)k	 14.1	 14.2	 11.7	 12.8	 11.3	

Net	Capacity	(mcy)l	 45.6	 40.0	 37.2	 34.1	 37.5	

With	a	7.5:1	Waste	to	Soil	Ratio	 	 	 	 	 	

Daily/Intermediate	Cover	Volume	(mcy)j	 6.7	 5.9	 5.5	 5.0	 5.5	

Total	Soil	Requirement	(mcy)k	 9.4	 10.0	 7.8	 9.3	 7.4	

Net	Capacity	(mcy)l	 50.3	 44.1	 41.0	 37.6	 41.4	

   

a
  Values presented for the Applicant’s Proposed Alternative are based on the JTD (BAS, 2011). 

b
  Values presented for the off‐site alternatives are based on the conceptual designs presented in Geosyntec’s Off‐Site Alternative Evaluations 

Memo, 2012.  
c
  Based on topographic comparisons between existing and conceptual excavation grades. 
d
  “Suitable” for cover material with limited processing required, primarily crushing of the rippable hard rock as defined by BAS (2011). 

e
  Estimated as gross excavation volume less soil fill volume. 
f
  Based on topographic comparisons between conceptual excavation grades and fill grades. 
g
  Estimated daily/intermediate cover required for off‐site alternatives estimated using a 4‐to‐1 waste‐to‐soil ratio.  

h
  24‐inches of low permeability material as part of bottom and slope liner sections. 

i
   Total of 2.75 feet of gravel required as part of bottom liner section for subdrain, drainage layer, and LCRS. 
j
  Estimated daily/intermediate cover required for off‐site alternatives estimated using noted waste‐to‐soil ratio. 
k
  Total soil requirement for off‐site alternatives estimated as soil fill plus daily and intermediate cover plus final cover volumes. 
l
  Estimated consistent with the BAS (2011) estimate as gross airspace less liner, daily/intermediate cover, and final cover volumes. 

	
Source:  Geosyntec Consultants, 2012 
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two	 small	 areas	 on	 the	 northern	 portion	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	 are	 designated	 Rural	 Lands	 (RL‐40).	 	 A	
corridor,	which	 runs	 through	 the	 southern	 portion	 of	 the	 site,	 is	 designated	 Public/Semi‐Public	 Facilities.		
This	 corridor	 aligns	with	 the	Metropolitan	Water	District	Easement	 that	 runs	 through	 the	alternative	 site.		
The	 existing	 Metropolitan	 San	 Diego	 Pipelines	 No.	 4	 and	 5	 cross	 underneath	 the	 site	 along	 the	 eastern	
property	boundary.		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	is	zoned	A‐70,	which	would	allow	agricultural	uses.	

 3.7.3.2  Components of the Aspen Road Alternative 

As	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	 include	 the	 construction,	
operation,	and	closure	of	a	new	Class	III	municipal	solid	waste	landfill.		Figure	3‐40,	Aspen	Road	Alternative	–	
Conceptual	 Site	 Plan,	 shows	 a	 site	 plan	 for	 the	 landfill	 and	 associated	 components	 on	 the	 Aspen	 Road	
Alternative	 site.	 	 The	 components	 of	 a	 landfill	 as	 well	 as	 the	 operation	 of	 a	 landfill	 at	 the	 Aspen	 Road	
Alternative	 site	 are	 discussed	 below.	 	 Some	 of	 the	 components,	 such	 as	 the	 inclusion	 of	 a	 storage	 tanks,	
leachate	collection	and	removal	system,	subdrain	system,	groundwater	monitoring,	are	the	same	or	similar	
to	those	proposed	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	In	addition,	the	operation	of	the	landfill	
would	 be	 essentially	 the	 same	 in	 that	 the	 landfill	would	be	 a	Class	 III	 facility	using	 a	 canyon	and	area	 fill	
method	for	refuse	placement.	

Landfill Footprint 

The	waste	prism	would	be	located	in	the	canyon	and	would	occupy	approximately	165	acres	in	the	central	
portion	of	the	site.		The	landfill	would	provide	approximately	48.7	mcy	of	gross	airspace.		The	total	estimated	
refuse	volume,	based	on	a	refuse	to	daily	and	intermediate	soil	cover	volume	ratio	of	4:1,	is	approximately	
37.2	mcy	or	25.1	million	 tons	based	on	an	 in‐place	 refuse	density	of	1,350	 lbs/cy.	 	The	estimated	site	 life	
would	be	approximately	25	years.		Assuming	a	refuse	inflow	rate	of	1.0	million	tons	per	year	and	a	start	year	
of	2015,	the	projected	closure	year	would	be	2040	for	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.	

Figure	3‐41,	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 ‐	Conceptual	Excavation	and	Fill	Plan,	shows	the	conceptual	excavation	
plan	 for	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.	 	The	excavation	would	 include	cut	 slopes	with	 inclinations	of	2H:1V.		
The	average	excavation	depth	for	the	landfill	footprint	would	range	from	approximately	20	to	70	feet,	with	a	
localized	maximum	excavation	depth	of	approximately	100	feet.		A	60‐foot	high	engineered	fill	berm	would	
be	located	at	the	lower	end	of	the	canyon	to	increase	stability	of	the	landfill	prism	as	well	as	to	increase	the	
airspace.		The	construction	of	the	engineered	fill	berm	would	also	provide	some	area	for	landfill	facilities	at	
the	toe	of	the	landfill	and	would	reduce	earthwork	activities	in	the	blue	line	drainage.		The	total	excavation	
volume	would	be	approximately	10.0	mcy,	less	1.0	mcy	utilized	for	the	engineered	fill	berm,	resulting	in	a	net	
excavation	volume	of	approximately	9.0	mcy.	 	The	excavation	of	 the	refuse	area	would	require	removal	of	
topsoil,	 alluvium/colluviums,	weathered	bedrock	and	rippable	hard	rock.	 	The	material	 removed	to	create	
the	landfill	footprint	would	be	used	for	cover	material	to	the	extent	feasible.	

Figure	3‐41	shows	the	fill	plan	for	the	 landfill	on	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site,	which	would	include	fill	
slopes	with	inclinations	of	3H:1V.		The	conceptual	fill	plan	would	include	a	top	deck	area	of	approximately	23	
acres,	with	a	maximum	fill	elevation	of	approximately	1,465	ft	amsl,	to	create	a	minimum	slope	of	3	percent	
as	required	by	27	CCR.	

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	be	developed	in	accordance	with	applicable	regulations.		The	Aspen	Road	
Alternative	 would	meet	 the	minimum	 required	 five‐foot	 separation	 between	 groundwater	 and	waste.	 	 In	
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addition,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	 install	 a	 single	 composite	 liner	 in	 compliance	with	 the	design	
standards	 for	Class	 III	 solid	waste	sites	as	 specified	 in	40	CFR	258.40.	 	A	subdrain	system	would	be	place	
beneath	 the	 liner.	 	 The	 composite	 liner	would	 be	 installed	 and	 a	 leachate	 collection	 and	 removal	 system	
(LCRS)	would	be	installed	over	the	synthetic	liner.		As	shown	in	Figure	3‐40,	three	desilting	basins	would	be	
located	on	the	site.		One	basin	would	be	located	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	site	and	two	basins	would	be	
located	in	the	western	portion	of	the	site.			

Borrow/Stockpile Areas 

Based	 on	 the	 conceptual	 plan,	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	would	 have	 three	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	 that	
would	encompass	approximately	17	acres.		One	borrow/stockpile	area	would	be	located	at	the	northeastern	
portion	 of	 the	 site	 adjacent	 to	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 The	 largest	 of	 the	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	would	 be	
located	adjacent	to	the	western	boundary	on	the	west	side	of	the	footprint.		This	would	be	the	largest	of	the	
three	potential	borrow/stockpile	areas.	 	A	 third	borrow/stockpile	area	would	be	 located	to	the	east	of	 the	
landfill	 footprint.	 	The	potential	borrow/stockpile	areas	could	have	a	height	on	the	order	of	50	to	100	feet	
above	existing	grades.			

Access 

Regional	 access	 to	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 would	 be	 from	 I‐15.	 	 Site	 access	 would	 require	 the	
construction	of	an	approximately	1.7‐mile	road	from	Rainbow	Glen	Road	to	the	site.	 	Vehicles	would	enter	
the	site	via	 the	access	road	at	 the	southern	portion	of	 the	site.	 	Vehicles	would	drive	through	the	ancillary	
facilities	area	upon	entering	the	site.	

On‐site	access	roads	would	be	required	around	the	perimeter	of	the	site	and	would	likely	be	surfaced	with	
gravel.		Switchback‐type	roads	would	likely	be	required	in	a	few	localized	areas	of	steep	grades	around	the	
landfill	perimeter.			

Ancillary facilities 

The	ancillary	facilities	would	be	located	at	the	southern	edge	of	the	site.		Vehicles	would	enter	the	ancillary	
facilities	area	and	would	pass	through	the	fee	booth	and	scales.		The	administrative	office	building	would	be	
located	adjacent	to	the	booths.	 	A	tilt‐up	concrete	maintenance	building,	which	would	be	approximately	30	
feet	in	height,	would	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		A	recyclable	drop‐off	area,	with	bins	for	drop‐
off	of	source	separated	recyclable	material,	such	as	newsprint,	white	paper,	tin,	aluminum,	and	glass	would	
also	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.	 	Since	hazardous	materials	would	be	prohibited	at	the	Aspen	
Road	landfill,	a	hazardous	materials	storage	area	would	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area	and	would	
be	maintained	for	use	if	such	materials	were	to	be	found	in	loads	coming	to	the	landfill.			

Various	 storage	 tanks	would	be	 located	 in	 the	ancillary	 facilities	area,	 including	 tanks	 for	 the	collection	of	
leachate	and	subdrain	water.		In	addition,	water	storage	would	be	provided.		A	diesel	storage	tank	within	a	
concrete	containment	wall	would	also	be	provided	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area	for	refueling	of	equipment.			

Within	the	ancillary	facilities	area	dry	management	controls	of	sediment	(i.e.,	sweeping)	as	well	as	the	use	of	
absorbents	for	oil	and	gas	releases	would	be	implemented.		The	alternative	would	also	include	a	storm	drain	
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inlet	or	outflow	device	from	the	ancillary	facilities	area	(e.g.,	oil‐water	separators	or	other	filtering	devices	
required	by	the	County	stormwater	discharge	requirements)	to	protect	surface	water	quality.			

Electrical	and	telephone	utility	connections	would	be	undergrounded	in	the	access	road	from	Rainbow	Glen	
Road	to	the	facilities	area.		Security	lighting	would	be	provided	around	the	buildings	in	the	ancillary	facilities	
area.	 	 Lighting	 would	 be	 low	 impact,	 focused,	 and	 shielded	 to	 minimize	 spill	 light	 into	 the	 night	 sky	 or	
adjacent	properties.		All	lighting	would	comply	with	the	County	Light	Pollution	Code.		A	facility	identification	
sign	would	be	located	at	the	entrance	gate	and	would	provide	information	on	the	facility	operator,	hours	of	
operation,	 and	 recognized	 holidays.	 	 Signs	would	 be	 located	 on	 the	 scalehouse	 indicating	 the	 schedule	 of	
charges	and	the	general	types	of	waste	materials	that	would	not	be	accepted	at	the	site.			

3.7.3.3  Construction of the Aspen Road Alternative 

As	 is	 typical	 in	 the	 industry,	 the	 landfill	would	be	developed	 in	phases.	 	As	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative,	the	first	phase	of	the	landfill	would	be	developed	as	part	of	the	initial	construction,	along	with	
the	 access	 road,	 ancillary	 facilities,	 borrow/stockpile	 area(s),	 and	 desilting	 basins.	 	 Periodic	 construction	
would	occur	to	prepare	subsequent	phases	for	operation.44			

3.7.3.4  Landfill Operations 

This	 section	describes	 the	operation	of	 the	proposed	 landfill,	which	 is	 the	acceptance	of	 refuse	and	use	of	
daily	and	intermediate	cover.			

Waste Types and Volume 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	accommodate	1.0	million	tons	of	solid	waste	annually	with	fluctuations	in	
the	 daily	 inflow	 rates	 of	 3,200	 tons	 per	 day	 (tpd)	 to	 5,000	 tpd.	 	 The	 environmental	 analysis	 in	 this	 EIS	
assumes	the	maximum	of	5,000	tpd.			

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 landfill	would	be	permitted	and	operated	as	a	Class	 III	municipal	 solid	waste	
landfill,	 in	accordance	with	CCR	Title	27.	 	As	a	Class	 III	 landfill,	only	non‐hazardous	solid	wastes	and	inert	
wastes	would	be	accepted.		Inert	waste	(e.g.,	asphalt	or	concrete)	that	does	not	contain	hazardous	waste	or	
soluble	pollutants	 at	 concentrations	 in	 excess	 of	 applicable	water	quality	objectives,	 and	does	not	 contain	
significant	 quantities	 of	 decomposable	 waste	 would	 be	 accepted.	 	 Green	 and	 wood	 waste	 would	 also	 be	
accepted,	 but	not	processed	 (i.e.,	 shredded	or	mulched)	on	 the	 site.	 	Materials	would	be	 reused	on	 site,	 if	
possible.	 	 For	 example,	 inert	 materials	 may	 be	 used	 for	 the	 construction	 of	 a	 winter	 deck	 area	 and	 for	
maintenance	of	 the	 internal	 roads	and	drainage	control	 facilities	on	 the	 landfill.	 	Processed	green	material	
(PGM)	brought	to	the	site	could	be	used	as	ADC.			

																																																													
44		 Phasing	 plans	 have	 not	 been	 prepared	 for	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.	 	However,	 given	 that	 the	 capacity	would	 be	 similar	 to	 the	

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	 that	 the	daily	and	annual	 intake	would	be	 the	 same,	 it	 is	assumed	 that	 initial	and	periodic	
construction	would	be	similar	to	that	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	
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Types and Numbers of Vehicles  

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	be	open	to	the	public	for	the	delivery	of	waste.		However,	it	is	anticipated	
that	waste	would	be	delivered	by	commercial	refuse	vehicles	(e.g.,	collection	trucks	and/or	transfer	trailers).		
The	 projected	 maximum	 traffic	 volume	 is	 estimated	 to	 be	 675	 trucks	 per	 day,	 including	 refuse	 delivery	
vehicles,	construction	vehicles,	service	vehicles,	and	employee	vehicles.			

Disposal Operations 

Disposal	operations	would	be	 the	same	as	at	 the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	 site.	 	The	Aspen	Road	
Alternative	 Landfill	would	 be	 operated	 using	 the	 canyon	 and	 area	 fill	method	 for	 refuse	 placement.	 	 This	
method	 of	 refuse	 disposal	 includes	 the	 excavation	 of	 a	 large	 area,	 the	 stockpiling	 of	 the	 excavated	 soils,	
construction	 of	 the	 waste	 containment	 or	 liner	 system	 and	 the	 placement	 of	 refuse.	 	 Refuse	 would	 be	
typically	 placed	 in	 lifts	 up	 to	 approximately	 20	 feet	 high	 and	 from	 100	 to	 200	 feet	 in	 length.	 	 Generally,	
successive	lifts	would	be	constructed	to	create	a	series	of	adjoining	cells.		The	process	of	constructing	the	lifts	
would	be	repeated	until	the	interim	and	final	grades	have	been	reached.		At	the	end	of	the	working	day,	the	
refuse	would	be	compacted	using	a	dozer	or	compactor	to	complete	the	cell	and	would	be	covered	with	soil	
or	an	ADC	as	allowed	under	CCR	Title	27	(Article	2	Section	20690).	

Vehicles	with	refuse	 loads	would	arrive	at	 the	 landfill	via	 the	access	 road	and	would	pass	 through	 the	 fee	
booths	and	scales.	 	The	vehicles	would	be	weighed	and	 fee	 for	disposal	of	 the	 load	would	be	made.	 	Upon	
acceptance	 of	waste	 for	 disposal	 at	 the	 scalehouse,	 staff	would	 direct	 vehicles	 to	 the	working	 face	 of	 the	
landfill.	 	 From	 the	 entrance	 area,	 vehicles	would	 travel	 to	 the	 unloading	 area	 along	 paved	 and/or	 tightly	
compacted	dirt	access	roads.		The	unloading	area	would	be	located	adjacent	to	the	active	face	or	area	where	
refuse	is	being	actively	buried.			

Daily	cover	would	be	used	at	the	Aspen	Road	landfill	site	to	provide	a	suitable	barrier	to	the	emergence	of	
flies,	prevent	windblown	litter	and	debris,	minimize	the	escape	of	odors,	prevent	excess	infiltration	of	surface	
water	(either	running	onto	the	site	or	from	precipitation),	and	hinder	the	progress	of	potential	combustion	
within	the	landfill.		Typically,	soil	is	used	as	the	daily	cover	material	which	is	placed	over	all	exposed	refuse	
at	the	end	of	each	operating	day	to	a	minimum	compacted	thickness	of	six‐inches.		Given	the	granitic	nature	
of	 the	material	on	 the	 site,	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 there	would	be	a	 shortfall	of	 available	 soil	on	 site	and	 that	 soil	
would	need	to	be	imported.		However,	rather	than	soil	for	daily	cover,	as	with	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	
ADC	could	be	used.		Please	see	the	discussion	in	subsection	3.1.5.5	regarding	daily	and	intermediate	cover.	

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	include	a	HWEP,	including	a	
load	 checking	 program.	 	 A	 full‐time	 spotter	would	 observe	 unloading	 activities	 during	 all	 refuse	 hours	 of	
operation.	

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	include	on‐site	rock	crushing	due	to	the	nature	of	the	material	that	would	
be	excavated	from	the	landfill	footprint.		A	portable	rock	processing	facility,	which	would	include	a	crusher	
and	screens,	would	be	located	on	the	landfill	footprint	when	it	is	needed.		Crushed	rock	would	be	stored	for	
future	use	or	would	be	ground	for	use	as	daily	or	intermediate	cover	or	for	use	on	the	internal	haul	roads.		
Please	see	the	discussion	above	regarding	rock	crushing.	
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Tires	accepted	at	 the	 site	would	be	 stored	 in	a	designated,	 secured	area	within	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	The	
location	 would	 change	 as	 needed	 depending	 on	 the	 operational	 phase	 of	 the	 landfill.	 	 Please	 see	 the	
discussion	in	subsection	3.1.6	regarding	tire	storage.	

Personnel 

Since	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 be	 the	 same	 as	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	 the	 same	 number	 of	 employees	would	 occur	 at	 the	 site.	 	 Initially,	 fewer	 employees	would	 be	
needed	to	adequately	staff	the	landfill	and	staff	numbers	would	increase	as	the	landfill	is	developed	and	the	
refuse	 inflow	rate	 increases.	 	Thus,	at	 full	operational	 capacity	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	have	22	
full‐time	employees.	

Days and Hours of Operation 

The	 landfill	would	 operate	 six	 days	 a	week,	Monday	 through	 Saturday,	 except	 holidays,	 for	 a	 total	 of	 307	
operating	days	per	year.	 	Solid	waste	operations,	which	 include	the	receipt,	handling,	and	disposal	of	solid	
waste	 or	 the	 collection	 of	 source	 separated	 recyclable	 materials;	 cover	 operations;	 site	 grading	 and/or	
excavation,	including	controlled	blasting	and	rock	processing;	and	heavy	equipment	operations,	would	occur	
Monday	through	Friday	between	7:00	A.M.		and	6:00	P.M.		and	on	Saturday	from	8:00	A.M.		to	5:00	P.M.			

Maintenance	activities	occurring	within	the	maintenance	yard	or	within	the	enclosed	building,	the	operation	
of	 gas	 and	 leachate	 collection	 and	 treatment	 systems,	 and	 remedial	 activities,	 if	 necessary,	 would	 not	 be	
limited	to	the	hours	of	operation.	

Environmental Monitoring and Control Systems 

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 include	 the	 same	 environmental	 monitoring	 and	 control	 systems	 as	
would	be	 implemented	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	The	 following	environmental	monitoring	
and	 control	 systems,	 which	 are	 described	 above	 in	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 would	 be	
incorporated	into	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative:	

 Water	Conveyance	and	Water	Quality	Monitoring	System;	

 Leachate	Control	and	Monitoring	Systems;	and	

 Landfill	Gas	Monitoring	and	Control	Systems.	

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 also	 include	 the	 development	 of	 the	 following	 control	 measures	 that	
would	serve	to	reduce	potential	impacts.		Each	of	these	control	measures	would	be	tailored	to	the	alternative	
site	relative	to	the	surrounding	land	uses	and	sensitive	receptors.		For	example,	noise	control	measures	may	
vary	 for	 the	Aspen	Road	site	given	the	 location	of	sensitive	receptors	relative	 to	 the	noise	producing	uses.		
These	control	measures	would	be	as	follows:	

 Fire	Control	Measures;	

 Vector	and	Bird	Control	Measures;	

 Litter	Control	Measures;	
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 Odor	Control	Measures;	

 Dust	Control	Measures;	and	

 Noise	and	Vibration	Control	Measures.	

3.7.3.5  Site Closure and Ultimate Land Use 

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	a	 final	closure	plan	would	be	prepared	and	submitted	to	the	
appropriate	regulatory	agencies	(e.g.,	CalRecycle,	LEA	and	RWQCB)	two	years	prior	to	the	anticipated	closure	
date	for	any	portion	thereof	or	the	entire	landfill.		The	final	cover	would	likely	be	similar	to	that	proposed	for	
the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 would	 comply	 with	 applicable	 state	 and	 federal	 regulatory	
requirements.			

Site	closure	would	include	the	reclamation	of	the	borrow/stockpile	areas.		Any	remaining	stockpiled	material	
would	be	removed.		The	areas	would	be	graded	as	necessary	to	provide	drainage	and	would	be	hydroseeded	
for	erosion	control.		In	addition,	any	post‐closure	site	security	fencing	would	ensure	that	all	points	of	access	
are	restricted	to	ensure	public	health	and	safety	as	required	in	CCR	Title	27,	Section	21135(f).		The	proposed	
post‐closure	end	use	for	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	would	be	undeveloped	open	space.			

3.7.4  Alternative 4 – Gopher Canyon Road Alternative 

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	was	considered	as	a	potential	 landfill	site	by	the	County	of	San	Diego	 in	the	
1992	 Supplemental	 Siting	 Study.	 	 The	County	did	 not	 include	 the	Gopher	Canyon	 site	 in	 the	1996	County	
Siting	Element.			

3.7.4.1  Site Location and Description  

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 site	 is	 located	 in	 North	 County	 approximately	 nine	 miles	 southwest	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		Please	see	Figure	3‐42,	Regional	and	Site	Location	for	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative.		More	specifically,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	is	located	west	of	I‐15	near	the	Mission	Road	exit,	
approximately	three	miles	northeast	of	the	City	of	Vista.			

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 site	 would	 be	 approximately	 474	 acres	 in	 size	 and	 would	 be	 comprised	 of	
numerous	 parcels	 held	 in	 private	 ownership.	 	 The	 site	 is	 generally	 undeveloped	 with	 a	 few	 existing	
residences	and	a	water	 storage	 tank	 located	on	 the	western	portion	of	 the	 site.	 	The	Panoramic	Estates,	a	
gated	residential	subdivision	with	35	lots	(four	acres	plus	 in	size),	has	been	approved	on	the	remainder	of	
the	site.		Infrastructure,	including	roads	(Panoramic	Drive,	Panoramic	Way	and	Panoramic	Place),	sidewalks,	
and	curbs	have	been	completed	for	the	subdivision.		Construction	of	a	landfill	would	preclude	development	
of	the	residential	lots	and	require	removal	of	the	roads	and	limited	improvements	on	the	site.	 	Several	dirt	
roadways	traverse	the	site.		A	small	portion	of	the	eastern	side	of	the	site	contains	National	Quarries,	which	is	
a	quarry	and	a	processing	plant	for	granite.		No	known	utilities	or	utility	easements	transect	the	site.	

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	is	located	in	a	rural	area.	 	The	area	is	generally	characterized	by	agricultural	
and	large‐lot	rural	residential	development.		In	addition,	the	area	has	other	land	uses	including	quarries,	day	
spas/resorts,	and	regional	utility	infrastructure	for	communications	and	water	treatment.		More	specifically,	
the	Vista	 Valley	 Country	 Club	 is	 located	 immediately	 to	 the	 east	 of	 the	 site.	 	 The	Country	Club	 includes	 a	
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private	 golf	 course	which	 abuts	 the	 site	 and	 residences	 located	 further	 east.	 	 Residences	 are	 also	 located	
immediately	 to	 the	west	 of	 the	 site	 at	 a	 higher	 elevation	 than	 the	 property.	 	 National	 Quarries	 is	 located	
immediately	 southeast	of	 the	 site.	 	The	quarry	and	processing	plant	have	a	Major	Use	Permit	 through	 the	
County	which	expires	in	2026.		A	second	quarry	is	located	further	from	the	site	on	the	western	slopes	of	the	
Merriam	Mountains,	near	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road.		The	Cal‐a‐Vie	Health	Spa	is	located	northwest	of	the	site.		
Land	to	the	east	and	northeast	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	are	in	agricultural	use.			

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	topography	is	moderately	rugged	with	steep	natural	slopes,	with	typical	slope	
inclinations	on	the	order	of	2H:1V	or	steeper	locally.		The	primary	canyon	located	on	the	site	drains	generally	
to	 the	north	 and	 is	west	 of	 and	 adjacent	 to	 the	Vista	Valley	Country	Club	 golf	 course	 in	 the	 south	 fork	of	
Gopher	Canyon.		No	USGS	designated	blue	line	drainage	is	present	at	the	site;	however,	a	blue	line	drainage	is	
located	 to	 the	east	of	 the	site	within	 the	South	Fork	of	Gopher	Canyon.	 	The	elevations	on	site	range	 from	
approximately	 480	 feet	 amsl	 on	 the	 northern	 site	 boundary	 to	 approximately	 1,500	 feet	 amsl	 at	 the	
southwestern	site	boundary.			

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 site	 is	 designated	 Semi‐Rural	 Residential,	 (SR‐4),	 Rural	 Lands	 (RL‐20),	 Specific	
Plan	 Area,	 Public/Semi‐Public	 Facilities,	 and	 Public	 Agency	 Lands	 in	 the	 County’s	 General	 Plan.	 	 The	
northeastern	 and	 northwestern	 portions	 of	 the	 site	 are	 primarily	 designated	 Specific	 Plan	Area	 and	 SR‐4,	
respectively.		A	small	area	located	in	the	northwestern	area	is	designated	Public/Semi‐Public	Facilities.		The	
central	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 is	 designated	RL‐20,	 Specific	Plan	Area,	 SR‐4,	 and	Public/Semi‐Public	 Facilities.		
The	southeastern	and	southwestern	portions	of	 the	site	are	primarily	designated	Public	Agency	Lands	and	
RL‐20,	respectively.		The	majority	of	the	site	is	zoned	Limited	Agriculture	Use	Regulations	(A‐70).		However,	
the	 northeastern,	 eastern,	 and	 southwestern	 portions	 of	 the	 site	 are	 zoned	 Specific	 Planning	 Area	 Use	
Regulations	 (S‐88),	 S‐82,	 and	 Rural	 Residential	 (RR‐2.5),	 respectively.	 	 A	 mix	 of	 uses,	 including	 crop	 or	
animal	agricultural	uses;	mining,	quarrying,	borrow	pits,	and	oil	extraction	uses;	after	adoption	of	a	specific	
plan,	any	uses	allowed	by	the	specific	plan;	and	rural	residential	uses,	are	allowed	by	the	zoning.			

3.7.4.2  Components of the Gopher Canyon Road Alternative 

Figure	3‐43,	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	–	Conceptual	Site	Plan,	 shows	 a	 site	plan	 for	 the	 landfill	 and	
associated	components	on	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site.		The	components	of	a	landfill	as	well	as	
the	 operation	 of	 a	 landfill	 at	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 are	 discussed	 below.	 	 Some	 of	 the	
components,	 such	 as	 the	 inclusion	 of	 a	 storage	 tanks,	 leachate	 collection	 and	 removal	 system,	 subdrain	
system,	 groundwater	 monitoring,	 are	 the	 same	 or	 similar	 to	 those	 proposed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 landfill	would	 be	 essentially	 the	 same	 in	 that	 the	
landfill	would	be	a	Class	III	facility	using	a	canyon	and	area	fill	method	for	refuse	placement.	

Landfill Footprint 

The	waste	prism	would	be	located	in	the	canyon	and	would	occupy	approximately	180	acres	in	the	central	
portion	of	the	site.		The	landfill	would	provide	approximately	45	mcy	of	gross	airspace.		The	total	estimated	
refuse	volume,	based	on	a	refuse	to	daily	and	intermediate	soil	cover	volume	ratio	of	4:1,	is	approximately	
34.1	mcy	or	23	million	tons	based	on	an	in‐place	refuse	density	of	1,350	lbs/cy.		The	estimated	site	life	would	
be	approximately	23	years.	 	Assuming	a	 refuse	 inflow	rate	of	1.0	million	 tons	per	year	and	a	start	year	of	
2015,	the	projected	closure	year	would	be	2038	for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.	
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Figure	 3‐44,	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	 ‐	Conceptual	Excavation	and	Fill	Plan,	 	 shows	 the	 conceptual	
excavation	 plan	 for	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative.	 	 The	 excavation	 would	 include	 cut	 slopes	 with	
inclinations	 of	 2H:1V.	 	 The	 average	 excavation	 depth	 for	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 would	 range	 from	
approximately	20	to	100	feet,	with	a	localized	maximum	excavation	depth	of	approximately	150	feet.		A	60‐
foot	high	engineered	fill	berm	would	be	located	at	the	northern	end	of	the	canyon	to	increase	stability	of	the	
landfill	prism	as	well	as	 to	 increase	 the	airspace.	 	The	construction	of	 the	engineered	 fill	berm	would	also	
provide	some	area	for	landfill	facilities	at	the	toe	of	the	landfill	and	in	a	portion	of	the	adjacent	golf	course.		
The	total	excavation	volume	would	be	approximately	11.8	mcy,	 less	2.8	mcy	utilized	for	the	engineered	fill	
berm,	 resulting	 in	 a	 net	 excavation	 volume	 of	 approximately	 9.0	mcy.	 	 The	 excavation	 of	 the	 refuse	 area	
would	 require	 removal	 of	 topsoil,	 alluvium/colluviums,	 weathered	 bedrock	 and	 rippable	 hard	 rock.	 	 The	
material	removed	to	create	the	landfill	footprint	would	be	used	for	cover	material	to	the	extent	feasible.			

Figure	 3‐44	 shows	 the	 fill	 plan	 for	 the	 landfill	 on	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	Road	Alternative	 site,	which	would	
include	 fill	 slopes	 with	 inclinations	 of	 3H:1V.	 	 The	 conceptual	 fill	 plan	 would	 include	 a	 top	 deck	 area	 of	
approximately	9.2	acres,	with	a	maximum	fill	elevation	of	approximately	1,150	ft	amsl,	to	create	a	minimum	
slope	of	3	percent	as	required	by	27	CCR.	

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	be	developed	 in	accordance	with	applicable	 regulations.	 	The	
Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 meet	 the	 minimum	 required	 five‐foot	 separation	 between	
groundwater	and	waste.	 	In	addition,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	install	a	single	composite	
liner	in	compliance	with	the	design	standards	for	Class	III	solid	waste	sites	as	specified	in	40	CFR	258.40.		A	
subdrain	system	would	be	place	beneath	the	liner.		The	composite	liner	would	be	installed	and	a	LCRS	would	
be	installed	over	the	synthetic	liner.		As	shown	in	Figure	3‐43,	two	desilting	basins	would	be	located	on	the	
site.		The	basins	would	be	located	in	the	eastern	portion	of	the	site.			

Borrow/stockpile areas 

Based	on	the	conceptual	plan,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	have	two	borrow/stockpile	areas	
that	 would	 encompass	 approximately	 37	 acres.	 	 The	 largest	 of	 the	 two	 borrow/stockpile	 area	 would	 be	
located	on	the	eastern	edge	of	the	site	adjacent	to	the	landfill	footprint.	 	The	second	borrow/stockpile	area	
would	be	located	adjacent	to	the	southern	boundary	of	the	site	to	the	south	of	the	footprint.	 	The	potential	
borrow/stockpile	areas	could	have	a	height	on	the	order	of	120	to	220	feet	above	existing	grades.			

Access 

Regional	access	to	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	would	be	from	I‐15	at	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
exit.	 	 Site	 access	would	 require	 the	 construction	 of	 an	 approximately	 one‐mile	 road	 from	Gopher	 Canyon	
Road	along	the	western	edge	of	the	golf	course	to	the	site.		Vehicles	would	enter	the	site	via	the	access	road	at	
the	northern	portion	of	the	site.		Vehicles	would	drive	through	the	ancillary	facilities	area	upon	entering	the	
site.	

On‐site	access	roads	would	be	required	around	the	perimeter	of	the	site	and	would	likely	be	surfaced	with	
gravel.		Switchback‐type	roads	would	likely	be	required	in	a	few	localized	areas	of	steep	grades	around	the	
landfill	perimeter.			
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Ancillary facilities 

The	ancillary	facilities	would	be	located	in	the	northern	portion	of	the	site.		Vehicles	would	enter	the	ancillary	
facilities	area	and	would	pass	through	the	fee	booth	and	scales.		The	administrative	office	building	would	be	
located	adjacent	to	the	booths.	 	A	tilt‐up	concrete	maintenance	building,	which	would	be	approximately	30	
feet	in	height,	would	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		A	recyclable	drop‐off	area,	with	bins	for	drop‐
off	of	source	separated	recyclable	material,	such	as	newsprint,	white	paper,	tin,	aluminum,	and	glass	would	
also	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		Since	hazardous	materials	would	be	prohibited	at	the	Gopher	
Canyon	Road	landfill,	a	hazardous	materials	storage	area	would	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area	and	
would	be	maintained	for	use	if	such	materials	were	to	be	found	in	loads	coming	to	the	landfill.			

Various	 storage	 tanks	would	be	 located	 in	 the	ancillary	 facilities	area,	 including	 tanks	 for	 the	collection	of	
leachate	and	subdrain	water.		In	addition,	water	storage	would	be	provided.		A	diesel	storage	tank	within	a	
concrete	containment	wall	would	also	be	provided	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area	for	refueling	of	equipment.			

Within	the	ancillary	facilities	area	dry	management	controls	of	sediment	(i.e.,	sweeping)	as	well	as	the	use	of	
absorbents	for	oil	and	gas	releases	would	be	implemented.		The	alternative	would	also	include	a	storm	drain	
inlet	or	outflow	device	from	the	ancillary	facilities	area	(e.g.,	oil‐water	separators	or	other	filtering	devices	
required	by	the	County	stormwater	discharge	requirements)	to	protect	surface	water	quality.			

Electrical	and	telephone	utility	connections	would	be	undergrounded	in	the	access	road	from	Gopher	Canyon	
Road	to	the	facilities	area.		Security	lighting	would	be	provided	around	the	buildings	in	the	ancillary	facilities	
area.	 	 Lighting	 would	 be	 low	 impact,	 focused,	 and	 shielded	 to	 minimize	 spill	 light	 into	 the	 night	 sky	 or	
adjacent	properties.		All	lighting	would	comply	with	the	County	Light	Pollution	Code.		A	facility	identification	
sign	would	be	located	at	the	entrance	gate	and	would	provide	information	on	the	facility	operator,	hours	of	
operation,	 and	 recognized	 holidays.	 	 Signs	would	 be	 located	 on	 the	 scalehouse	 indicating	 the	 schedule	 of	
charges	and	the	general	types	of	waste	materials	that	would	not	be	accepted	at	the	site.			

3.7.4.3  Construction of the Gopher Canyon Road Alternative 

As	 is	 typical	 in	 the	 industry,	 the	 landfill	 would	 be	 developed	 in	 phases.	 	 Following	 demolition	 of	 the	
infrastructure	on	the	site,	initial	construction	of	the	landfill	would	occur.	 	As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative,	the	first	phase	of	the	landfill	would	be	developed	in	the	initial	construction,	along	with	the	access	
road,	ancillary	facilities,	borrow/stockpile	area(s),	and	desilting	basins.		Periodic	construction	would	occur	to	
prepare	the	next	phase	for	operation.45			

3.7.4.4  Landfill Operations 

Waste Types And Volume 

An	 average	 of	 approximately	 3,200	 tpd,	 or	 1.0	million	 tons	 annually,	 of	waste	would	 be	 deposited	 at	 the	
Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 landfill	 over	 its	 site	 life	 with	maximum	 peaks	 of	 5,000	 tpd	 experienced	

																																																													
45		 Phasing	 plans	 have	 not	 been	 prepared	 for	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.	 	However,	 given	 that	 the	 capacity	would	 be	 similar	 to	 the	

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	 that	 the	daily	and	annual	 intake	would	be	 the	 same,	 it	 is	assumed	 that	 initial	and	periodic	
construction	would	be	similar	to	that	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	
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occasionally.		Thus,	the	environmental	analysis	for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	contained	in	this	EIS	
is	based	on	the	maximum	daily	intake	of	5,000	tpd.	

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	landfill	would	be	permitted	and	operated	as	a	Class	III	municipal	solid	
waste	landfill,	in	accordance	with	CCR	Title	27.			

Types and Numbers of Vehicles  

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	be	open	to	the	public	for	the	delivery	of	waste.	 	However,	it	is	
anticipated	 that	 waste	 would	 be	 delivered	 by	 commercial	 refuse	 vehicles	 (e.g.,	 collection	 trucks	 and/or	
transfer	 trailers).	 	The	projected	maximum	traffic	volume	 is	estimated	 to	be	675	 trucks	per	day,	 including	
refuse	delivery	vehicles,	construction	vehicles,	service	vehicles,	and	employee	vehicles.			

Disposal Operations 

Disposal	 operations	would	be	 the	 same	as	 at	 the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	 site	 and	 as	described	
above	 for	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative.	 	 The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 Landfill	 would	 be	 operated	
using	 the	 canyon	 and	 area	 fill	method	 for	 refuse	 placement.	 	 As	 further	 described	 above,	 this	method	 of	
refuse	disposal	includes	the	excavation	of	a	large	area,	the	stockpiling	of	the	excavated	soils,	construction	of	
the	waste	containment	or	liner	system	and	the	placement	of	refuse.		Refuse	would	be	typically	placed	in	lifts	
and	successive	lifts	would	be	constructed	to	create	a	series	of	adjoining	cells.		The	process	of	constructing	the	
lifts	would	be	repeated	until	the	interim	and	final	grades	have	been	reached.		At	the	end	of	the	working	day,	
the	refuse	would	be	compacted	using	a	dozer	or	compactor	to	complete	the	cell	and	would	be	covered	with	
soil	or	an	ADC	as	allowed	under	CCR	Title	27	(Article	2	Section	20690).	

As	with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	would	 include	 on‐site	
rock	 crushing	 due	 to	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 material	 that	 would	 be	 excavated	 from	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 A	
portable	rock	processing	facility,	which	would	include	a	crusher	and	screens,	would	be	located	on	the	landfill	
footprint	when	it	is	needed.		Crushed	rock	would	be	stored	for	future	use	or	would	be	ground	for	use	as	daily	
or	intermediate	cover	or	for	use	on	the	internal	haul	roads.		Given	the	granitic	nature	of	the	material	on	the	
site,	it	is	likely	that	there	would	be	a	shortfall	of	available	soil	on	site	and	that	soil	would	need	to	be	imported.		
However,	rather	than	soil	for	daily	cover,	as	with	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	ADC	could	be	used.			

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	Landfill	would	include	a	
HWEP,	including	a	load	checking	program.		A	full‐time	spotter	would	observe	unloading	activities	during	all	
refuse	hours	of	operation.		Tires	accepted	at	the	site	would	be	stored	in	a	designated,	secured	area	within	the	
landfill	footprint.		The	location	would	change	as	needed	depending	on	the	operational	phase	of	the	landfill.			

Personnel 

Since	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 be	 the	 same	 as	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	 the	 same	 number	 of	 employees	would	 occur	 at	 the	 site.	 	 Initially,	 fewer	 employees	would	 be	
needed	to	adequately	staff	the	landfill	and	staff	numbers	would	increase	as	the	landfill	is	developed	and	the	
refuse	 inflow	rate	 increases.	 	Thus,	at	 full	operational	capacity	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	
have	22	full‐time	employees.	
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Days and Hours Of Operation 

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 operate	 six	 days	 a	 week,	 Monday	 through	 Saturday,	 except	
holidays,	 for	a	 total	of	307	operating	days	per	year.	 	 Solid	waste	operations	would	occur	Monday	 through	
Friday	between	7:00	A.M.		and	6:00	P.M.		and	on	Saturday	from	8:00	A.M.		to	5:00	P.M.		Maintenance	activities	
occurring	within	 the	maintenance	 yard	or	within	 the	 enclosed	building,	 the	operation	of	 gas	 and	 leachate	
collection	and	treatment	systems,	and	remedial	activities,	if	necessary,	would	not	be	limited	to	the	hours	of	
operation.	

Environmental Monitoring and Control Systems 

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	include	the	same	environmental	monitoring	and	control	systems	
as	would	be	implemented	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		The	following	environmental	monitoring	
and	 control	 systems,	 which	 are	 described	 above	 in	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 would	 be	
incorporated	into	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative:	

 Water	Conveyance	and	Water	Quality	Monitoring	System;	

 Leachate	Control	and	Monitoring	Systems;	and	

 Landfill	Gas	Monitoring	and	Control	Systems.	

The	Gopher Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	also	include	the	development	of	the	following	control	measures	
that	 would	 serve	 to	 reduce	 potential	 impacts.	 	 Each	 of	 these	 control	 measures	 would	 be	 tailored	 to	 the	
alternative	 site	 relative	 to	 the	 surrounding	 land	 uses	 and	 sensitive	 receptors.	 	 For	 example,	 noise	 control	
measures	may	vary	for	the	Gopher Canyon Road	site	given	the	location	of	sensitive	receptors	relative	to	the	
noise	producing	uses.		These	control	measures	would	be	as	follows:	

 Fire	Control	Measures;	

 Vector	and	Bird	Control	Measures;	

 Litter	Control	Measures;	

 Odor	Control	Measures;	

 Dust	Control	Measures;	and	

 Noise	and	Vibration	Control	Measures.	

3.7.4.5  Site Closure and Ultimate Land Use 

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	a	 final	closure	plan	would	be	prepared	and	submitted	to	the	
appropriate	regulatory	agencies	(e.g.,	CalRecycle,	LEA	and	RWQCB)	two	years	prior	to	the	anticipated	closure	
date.		The	final	cover	would	comply	with	applicable	state	and	federal	regulatory	requirements.		Site	closure	
would	 include	 the	 reclamation	 of	 the	 borrow/stockpile	 areas.	 	 In	 addition,	 any	 post‐closure	 site	 security	
fencing	would	ensure	that	all	points	of	access	are	restricted	to	ensure	public	health	and	safety	as	required	in	
CCR	Title	27,	Section	21135(f).		The	proposed	post‐closure	end	use	for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	
site	would	be	undeveloped	open	space.			
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3.7.5  Alternative 5 – Merriam Mountain Alternative 

The	Merriam	Mountain	site	was	first	identified	in	the	1986	Landfill	Siting	Study	Northern	San	Diego	County	
Phase	 I	conducted	by	Edarra,	 Inc.	 	As	a	result	of	Phase	 II	of	 the	study,	Merriam	Mountain	was	selected	for	
further	 consideration	by	 the	Task	 Force	 involved	with	 that	 effort.	 	 The	Merriam	Mountain	 South	 site	was	
considered	as	a	potential	landfill	site	by	the	County	of	San	Diego	in	the	1992	Supplemental	Siting	Study.		In	
addition,	Merriam	Mountain	was	designated	 as	 a	 tentative	Class	 III	 landfill	 site	 in	 the	County’s	 Integrated	
Waste	Management	Plan	(1996).46			

3.7.5.1  Site Location and Description  

The	Merriam	Mountain	site	is	located	in	North	County	approximately	nine	miles	southwest	of	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative.	 	Please	see	Figure	3‐45,	Regional	and	Site	Location	for	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative.		
More	 specifically,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 site	 is	 located	 immediately	west	 of	 I‐15,	 southwest	 of	 Lawrence	
Welk	Village.		The	site	is	approximately	five	miles	northeast	of	the	City	of	Vista	and	eight	miles	south	of	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site.	

The	Merriam	Mountain	site	would	be	approximately	553	acres	in	size	and	would	be	comprised	of	numerous	
parcels	held	in	private	ownership.		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	is	located	within	a	2,327‐acre	area	
evaluated	 as	 master‐planned	 community	 including	 residential,	 commercial,	 recreational,	 and	 open	 space	
land	uses	(County,	2009).		No	known	utilities	or	utility	easements	transect	the	site.	

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	is	undeveloped,	with	the	exception	of	several	paved	and	dirt	access	
roads	that	traverse	the	site.		The	site	is	located	in	the	middle	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	range	and	a	significant	
amount	of	land	surrounding	the	site	is	also	vacant.			

The	Merriam	Mountain	 site	 is	 located	 generally	 in	 a	 rural	 area.	 	 Land	 uses	 that	 abut	 the	mountain	 range	
include	 rural	 residential,	 extractive,	 communications/utilities,	 freeway,	 mobile	 home	 park,	 golf	 course,	
resort,	and	orchard/vineyard.		The	Lawrence	Welk	Village	is	located	to	the	east	of	the	site	across	I‐15.		The	
Golden	Door	resort/spa	is	located	south	of	the	site	west	of	the	I‐15.			

The	Merriam	Mountain	site	topography	is	rugged	with	steep	natural	slopes,	with	typical	slope	inclinations	on	
the	 order	 of	 2H:1V	 or	 steeper.	 	 The	main	 canyon	drains	 generally	 to	 the	 east.	 	 BRG	 (2002)	 reported	 that	
greater	 than	 50	 percent	 of	 the	 exposed	 ground	 along	 the	 uppermost	 one‐third	 of	 the	 natural	 hillsides	
consists	of	rock	outcrops	or	boulders	ranging	from	10	to	30	feet	in	diameter,	and	that	bedrock	outcrops	and	
boulders	cover	approximately	10	percent	of	the	surface	along	the	lower	two‐thirds	of	the	canyon	slopes.		One	
intermittent	stream,	designated	by	USGS	as	a	blue	line	drainage,	flows	toward	the	east	in	the	central	portion	
of	the	site.	 	The	elevations	on	site	range	from	approximately	650	feet	amsl	on	the	eastern	site	boundary	to	
approximately	1,500	feet	amsl	at	several	locations	on	the	western	site	boundary.			

																																																													
46	 Merriam	Mountain	was	removed	from	the	Siting	Element	in	the	County’s	2005	Update	of	the	Siting	Element	since	the	General	Plan	

and	 zoning	 for	 the	 site	 had	 not	 been	 amended	 to	 allow	 the	 development	 of	 a	 landfill.	 	 Nonetheless,	 despite	 the	 General	 Plan	
designation	and	zoning,	based	on	the	screening	evaluation	the	site	appears	viable	as	an	alternative	for	landfill	development.	
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The	Merriam	Mountain	site	is	designated	Semi‐Rural	Residential,	(SR‐4),	Rural	Lands	(RL‐20),	Specific	Plan	
Area,	Public/Semi‐Public	Facilities,	and	Public	Agency	Lands	in	the	County’s	General	Plan.		The	size	is	zoned	
Limited	Agriculture	Use	Regulations	(A‐70).			

3.7.5.2  Components of the Merriam Mountain Alternative 

Figure	 3‐46,	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 –	 Conceptual	 Site	 Plan	 shows	 a	 site	 plan	 for	 the	 landfill	 and	
associated	components	on	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site.		The	components	of	a	landfill	as	well	as	the	
operation	 of	 a	 landfill	 at	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 are	 discussed	 below.	 	 Some	 of	 the	
components,	 such	 as	 the	 inclusion	 of	 a	 storage	 tanks,	 leachate	 collection	 and	 removal	 system,	 subdrain	
system,	 groundwater	 monitoring,	 are	 the	 same	 or	 similar	 to	 those	 proposed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 landfill	would	 be	 essentially	 the	 same	 in	 that	 the	
landfill	would	be	a	Class	III	facility	using	a	canyon	and	area	fill	method	for	refuse	placement.	

Landfill Footprint 

The	waste	prism	would	be	located	in	the	canyon	and	would	occupy	approximately	199	acres	in	the	central	
portion	of	the	site.		The	landfill	would	provide	approximately	52.6	mcy	of	gross	airspace.		The	total	estimated	
refuse	volume,	based	on	a	refuse	to	daily	and	intermediate	soil	cover	volume	ratio	of	4:1,	is	approximately	40	
mcy	or	27	million	tons	based	on	an	in‐place	refuse	density	of	1,350	lbs/cy.		The	estimated	site	life	would	be	
approximately	27	years.		Assuming	a	refuse	inflow	rate	of	1.0	million	tons	per	year	and	a	start	year	of	2015,	
the	projected	closure	year	would	be	2042	for	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative.	

Figure	 3‐47,	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 ‐	 Conceptual	 Excavation	 and	 Fill	 Plan,	 shows	 the	 conceptual	
excavation	 plan	 for	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative.	 	 The	 excavation	 would	 include	 cut	 slopes	 with	
inclinations	 of	 2H:1V.	 	 The	 average	 excavation	 depth	 for	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 would	 range	 from	
approximately	20	to	100	feet,	with	a	localized	maximum	excavation	depth	of	approximately	160	feet.		A	100‐
foot	high	engineered	 fill	berm	would	be	 located	at	 the	 lower	end	of	 the	canyon	 to	 increase	stability	of	 the	
landfill	prism	as	well	as	to	increase	airspace.		The	construction	of	the	engineered	fill	berm	would	also	provide	
some	 area	 for	 landfill	 facilities	 at	 the	 toe	 of	 the	 landfill.	 	 The	 conceptual	 plan	 avoided	 excavation	 of	 a	
topographic	knoll	 in	 the	southern	portion	of	 the	site	 to	reduce	hard	rock	excavation.	 	The	total	excavation	
volume	would	be	approximately	7.5	mcy,	less	2.5	mcy	utilized	for	the	engineered	fill	berm,	resulting	in	a	net	
excavation	volume	of	approximately	5.0	mcy.	 	The	excavation	of	 the	refuse	area	would	require	removal	of	
topsoil,	 alluvium/colluviums,	weathered	bedrock	and	rippable	hard	rock.	 	The	material	 removed	to	create	
the	landfill	footprint	would	be	used	for	cover	material	to	the	extent	feasible.			

Figure	3‐47	shows	the	fill	plan	for	the	landfill	on	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site,	which	would	include	
fill	slopes	with	inclinations	of	3H:1V	and	3.5H:1V.		The	minor	slopes	on	the	north	and	south	perimeter	of	the	
landfill	are	sloped	at	3H:1V,	while	the	inclination	of	the	primary	east‐facing	slope	is	3.5H:1V.		The	conceptual	
fill	 plan	 would	 include	 a	 top	 deck	 area	 of	 approximately	 50	 acres,	 with	 a	 maximum	 fill	 elevation	 of	
approximately	1,395	ft	amsl,	to	create	a	minimum	slope	of	3	percent	as	required	by	27	CCR.	

The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 be	 developed	 in	 accordance	 with	 applicable	 regulations.	 	 The	
Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 meet	 the	 minimum	 required	 five‐foot	 separation	 between	
groundwater	 and	waste.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	would	 install	 a	 single	 composite	
liner	in	compliance	with	the	design	standards	for	Class	III	solid	waste	sites	as	specified	in	40	CFR	258.40.		A	
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subdrain	system	would	be	place	beneath	the	liner.		The	composite	liner	would	be	installed	and	a	LCRS	would	
be	installed	over	the	synthetic	liner.		As	shown	in	Figure	3‐46,	a	desilting	basin	would	be	located	on	the	site.		
The	basin	would	be	located	in	the	northern	portion	of	the	site	near	the	ancillary	facilities	area.			

Borrow/stockpile areas 

Based	on	 the	 conceptual	plan,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	have	 four	borrow/stockpile	areas	
that	 would	 encompass	 approximately	 46	 acres.	 	 Two	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	 would	 be	 located	 on	 the	
western	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 adjacent	 to	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 and	 two	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	 would	 be	
located	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	site	to	the	south	of	the	footprint.		The	potential	borrow/stockpile	areas	
could	have	a	height	on	the	order	of	100	to	140	feet	above	existing	grades.			

Access 

Regional	access	to	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	would	be	from	I‐15	via	the	Deer	Springs/Mountain	
Meadow	exit.		Vehicles	would	travel	north	on	Champagne	Boulevard	and	west	on	Lawrence	Welk	Drive.		Site	
access	would	require	the	construction	of	an	approximately	0.5‐mile	road	from	Lawrence	Welk	Drive	to	the	
entrance	of	the	landfill	facility.	 	Vehicles	would	enter	the	site	via	the	access	road	at	the	northern	portion	of	
the	site.		Vehicles	would	drive	through	the	ancillary	facilities	area	upon	entering	the	site.	

On‐site	access	roads	would	be	required	around	the	perimeter	of	the	site	and	would	likely	be	surfaced	with	
gravel.		Switchback‐type	roads	would	likely	be	required	in	a	few	localized	areas	of	steep	grades	around	the	
landfill	perimeter.			

Ancillary facilities 

The	ancillary	facilities	would	be	located	in	the	northern	portion	of	the	site.		Vehicles	would	enter	the	ancillary	
facilities	area	and	would	pass	through	the	fee	booth	and	scales.		The	administrative	office	building	would	be	
located	adjacent	to	the	booths.	 	A	tilt‐up	concrete	maintenance	building,	which	would	be	approximately	30	
feet	in	height,	would	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		A	recyclable	drop‐off	area,	with	bins	for	drop‐
off	of	source	separated	recyclable	material,	such	as	newsprint,	white	paper,	tin,	aluminum,	and	glass	would	
also	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		Since	hazardous	materials	would	be	prohibited	at	the	Merriam	
Mountain	 landfill,	 a	 hazardous	materials	 storage	 area	would	 be	 located	 in	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	 and	
would	be	maintained	for	use	if	such	materials	were	to	be	found	in	loads	coming	to	the	landfill.			

Various	 storage	 tanks	would	be	 located	 in	 the	ancillary	 facilities	area,	 including	 tanks	 for	 the	collection	of	
leachate	and	subdrain	water.		In	addition,	water	storage	would	be	provided.		A	diesel	storage	tank	within	a	
concrete	containment	wall	would	also	be	provided	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area	for	refueling	of	equipment.			

Within	the	ancillary	facilities	area	dry	management	controls	of	sediment	(i.e.,	sweeping)	as	well	as	the	use	of	
absorbents	for	oil	and	gas	releases	would	be	implemented.		The	alternative	would	also	include	a	storm	drain	
inlet	or	outflow	device	from	the	ancillary	facilities	area	(e.g.,	oil‐water	separators	or	other	filtering	devices	
required	by	the	County	stormwater	discharge	requirements)	to	protect	surface	water	quality.			
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Source: ESRI Street Map, 2009; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
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Electrical	and	telephone	utility	connections	would	be	undergrounded	in	the	access	road	from	Lawrence	Welk	
Drive	to	the	facilities	area.		Security	lighting	would	be	provided	around	the	buildings	in	the	ancillary	facilities	
area.	 	 Lighting	 would	 be	 low	 impact,	 focused,	 and	 shielded	 to	 minimize	 spill	 light	 into	 the	 night	 sky	 or	
adjacent	properties.		All	lighting	would	comply	with	the	County	Light	Pollution	Code.		A	facility	identification	
sign	would	be	located	at	the	entrance	gate	and	would	provide	information	on	the	facility	operator,	hours	of	
operation,	 and	 recognized	 holidays.	 	 Signs	would	 be	 located	 on	 the	 scalehouse	 indicating	 the	 schedule	 of	
charges	and	the	general	types	of	waste	materials	that	would	not	be	accepted	at	the	site.			

3.7.5.3  Construction of the Merriam Mountain Alternative 

As	 is	 typical	 in	 the	 industry,	 the	 landfill	would	be	developed	 in	phases.	 	As	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative,	the	first	phase	of	the	landfill	would	be	developed	in	the	initial	construction,	along	with	the	access	
road,	ancillary	facilities,	borrow/stockpile	area(s),	and	desilting	basins.		Periodic	construction	would	occur	to	
prepare	the	next	phase	for	operation.47			

3.7.5.4  Landfill Operations 

Waste Types And Volume 

An	 average	 of	 approximately	 3,200	 tpd,	 or	 1.0	million	 tons	 annually,	 of	waste	would	 be	 deposited	 at	 the	
Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 landfill	 over	 its	 site	 life	 with	 maximum	 peaks	 of	 5,000	 tpd	 experienced	
occasionally.		Thus,	the	environmental	analysis	for	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	contained	in	this	EIS	is	
based	on	the	maximum	daily	intake	of	5,000	tpd.	

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 landfill	would	be	permitted	and	operated	as	a	Class	 III	municipal	solid	
waste	landfill,	in	accordance	with	CCR	Title	27.			

Types and Numbers of Vehicles  

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	 be	 open	 to	 the	 public	 for	 the	 delivery	 of	waste.	 	However,	 it	 is	
anticipated	 that	 waste	 would	 be	 delivered	 by	 commercial	 refuse	 vehicles	 (e.g.,	 collection	 trucks	 and/or	
transfer	 trailers).	 	 The	 projected	maximum	 traffic	 volume	 is	 estimated	 to	 be	 675	 trucks,	 including	 refuse	
delivery	vehicles,	construction	vehicles,	service	vehicles,	and	employee	vehicles.			

Disposal Operations 

Disposal	 operations	would	be	 the	 same	as	 at	 the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	 site	 and	 as	described	
above	for	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	Landfill	would	be	operated	using	
the	 canyon	 and	 area	 fill	method	 for	 refuse	 placement.	 	 As	 further	 described	 above,	 this	method	 of	 refuse	
disposal	 includes	 the	 excavation	of	 a	 large	 area,	 the	 stockpiling	of	 the	 excavated	 soils,	 construction	of	 the	
waste	containment	or	liner	system	and	the	placement	of	refuse.		Refuse	would	be	typically	placed	in	lifts	and	
successive	lifts	would	be	constructed	to	create	a	series	of	adjoining	cells.		The	process	of	constructing	the	lifts	
would	be	repeated	until	the	interim	and	final	grades	have	been	reached.		At	the	end	of	the	working	day,	the	

																																																													
47		 Phasing	 plans	 have	 not	 been	 prepared	 for	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.	 	However,	 given	 that	 the	 capacity	would	 be	 similar	 to	 the	

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	 that	 the	daily	and	annual	 intake	would	be	 the	 same,	 it	 is	assumed	 that	 initial	and	periodic	
construction	would	be	similar	to	that	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	
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refuse	would	be	compacted	using	a	dozer	or	compactor	to	complete	the	cell	and	would	be	covered	with	soil	
or	an	ADC	as	allowed	under	CCR	Title	27	(Article	2	Section	20690).	

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	include	on‐site	rock	
crushing	due	 to	 the	nature	of	 the	material	 that	would	be	excavated	 from	the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	A	portable	
rock	 processing	 facility,	 which	 would	 include	 a	 crusher	 and	 screens,	 would	 be	 located	 on	 the	 landfill	
footprint	when	it	is	needed.		Crushed	rock	would	be	stored	for	future	use	or	would	be	ground	for	use	as	daily	
or	intermediate	cover	or	for	use	on	the	internal	haul	roads.		Given	the	granitic	nature	of	the	material	on	the	
site,	it	is	likely	that	there	would	be	a	shortfall	of	available	soil	on	site	and	that	soil	would	need	to	be	imported.		
However,	rather	than	soil	for	daily	cover,	as	with	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	ADC	could	be	used.			

As	with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 Landfill	would	 include	 a	
HWEP,	including	a	load	checking	program.		A	full‐time	spotter	would	observe	unloading	activities	during	all	
refuse	hours	of	operation.		Tires	accepted	at	the	site	would	be	stored	in	a	designated,	secured	area	within	the	
landfill	footprint.		The	location	would	change	as	needed	depending	on	the	operational	phase	of	the	landfill.			

Personnel 

Since	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 be	 the	 same	 as	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	 the	 same	 number	 of	 employees	would	 occur	 at	 the	 site.	 	 Initially,	 fewer	 employees	would	 be	
needed	to	adequately	staff	the	landfill	and	staff	numbers	would	increase	as	the	landfill	is	developed	and	the	
refuse	inflow	rate	increases.		Thus,	at	full	operational	capacity	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	have	
22	full‐time	employees.	

Days and Hours Of Operation 

The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 operate	 six	 days	 a	 week,	 Monday	 through	 Saturday,	 except	
holidays,	 for	a	 total	of	307	operating	days	per	year.	 	 Solid	waste	operations	would	occur	Monday	 through	
Friday	between	7:00	A.M.		and	6:00	P.M.		and	on	Saturday	from	8:00	A.M.		to	5:00	P.M.		Maintenance	activities	
occurring	within	 the	maintenance	 yard	or	within	 the	 enclosed	building,	 the	operation	of	 gas	 and	 leachate	
collection	and	treatment	systems,	and	remedial	activities,	if	necessary,	would	not	be	limited	to	the	hours	of	
operation.	

Environmental Monitoring and Control Systems 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	include	the	same	environmental	monitoring	and	control	systems	
as	would	be	implemented	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		The	following	environmental	monitoring	
and	 control	 systems,	 which	 are	 described	 above	 in	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 would	 be	
incorporated	into	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative:	

 Water	Conveyance	and	Water	Quality	Monitoring	System;	

 Leachate	Control	and	Monitoring	Systems;	and	

 Landfill	Gas	Monitoring	and	Control	Systems.	



December 2012    3.0  Description of Alternatives 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 3‐141	 	

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	also	 include	 the	development	of	 the	 following	control	measures	
that	 would	 serve	 to	 reduce	 potential	 impacts.	 	 Each	 of	 these	 control	 measures	 would	 be	 tailored	 to	 the	
alternative	 site	 relative	 to	 the	 surrounding	 land	 uses	 and	 sensitive	 receptors.	 	 For	 example,	 noise	 control	
measures	may	vary	 for	 the	Merriam	Mountain	site	given	 the	 location	of	 sensitive	 receptors	 relative	 to	 the	
noise	producing	uses.		These	control	measures	would	be	as	follows:	

 Fire	Control	Measures;	

 Vector	and	Bird	Control	Measures;	

 Litter	Control	Measures;	

 Odor	Control	Measures;	

 Dust	Control	Measures;	and	

 Noise	and	Vibration	Control	Measures.	

3.7.5.5  Site Closure and Ultimate Land Use 

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	a	 final	closure	plan	would	be	prepared	and	submitted	to	the	
appropriate	regulatory	agencies	(e.g.,	CalRecycle,	LEA	and	RWQCB)	two	years	prior	to	the	anticipated	closure	
date.		The	final	cover	would	comply	with	applicable	state	and	federal	regulatory	requirements.		Site	closure	
would	 include	 the	 reclamation	 of	 the	 borrow/stockpile	 areas.	 	 In	 addition,	 any	 post‐closure	 site	 security	
fencing	would	ensure	that	all	points	of	access	are	restricted	to	ensure	public	health	and	safety	as	required	in	
CCR	Title	27,	 Section	21135(f).	 	The	proposed	post‐closure	end	use	 for	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
site	would	be	undeveloped	open	space.			

3.7.6  Alternative 6 – East Otay Mesa Alternative 

The	 voters	 of	 San	Diego	 County	 approved	 Proposition	 A,	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Recycling	 Collection	 Center	 and	
Landfill	Ordinance,	in	June	2010,	which	amended	the	General	Plan	and	the	zoning	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	site	
to	allow	for	the	construction	and	operation	of	a	landfill	and	recycling	center	on	the	approximately	450‐acre	
site.	 	 Proposition	 A	 indicates	 that	 approximately	 340	 acres	 of	 the	 site	would	 be	 used	 for	 the	 facility	 and	
approximately	110	acres	of	the	site	would	remain	as	open	space.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	site	was	also	identified	
in the site feasibility assessment for Southwest San Diego County prepared by Ogden Environmental and Energy 
Services (Ogden, 1993). 

An	Initial	Study	and	Notice	of	Preparation	was	circulated	in	September	2011	by	the	County	of	San	Diego	LEA	
for	the	development	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Recycling	Collection	Center	and	Landfill,	which	is	the	first	step	in	
the	environmental	 review	process	 for	a	development	project.	 	The	conceptual	design	evaluated	 in	 this	EIS	
uses	the	site	boundary	from	the	10	percent	design	plans	for	the	facility,	which	were	prepared	by	Geo‐Logic	
Associates.		The	boundary	from	the	10	percent	design	plans	contains	approximately	344	acres.		It	is	assumed	
that	 a	 approximately	 110	 acres	 of	 open	 space	would	 be	 provided	 in	 accordance	with	 Proposition	A.	 	 The	
conceptual	design	of	the	landfill	used	in	this	EIS	was	developed	by	Geosyntec	to	be	comparable	in	size	to	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	
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3.7.6.1  Site Location and Description  

The	East	Otay	Mesa	site	 is	 located	 in	southern	San	Diego	County	approximately	0.25 miles from the United 
States-Mexico international border. Please	 see	 Figure	 3‐48,	 Regional	 and	 Site	 Location	 for	 East	 Otay	Mesa	
Alternative.	 	More	specifically,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	site	is	located	approximately two miles east of the Siempre 
Viva Road exit from SR 905, east of the terminus of Otay Mesa Road.  The site is located approximately one 
quarter mile east of Loop Road and west of planned SR 11.  The site is approximately two miles east of the 
community of Otay Mesa, and is approximately 55 miles south of the Applicant’s Proposed Alternative.			

The	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 site	 is	 located	 generally	 in	 a	 rural	 area	 and	 is	 currently	 undeveloped.	 	 There	 is	
industrial/commercial	development	located	to	the	northwest	of	the	site.		The	area	south	of	the	international	
border	with	Mexico	 is	developed	with	a	mix	of	uses,	 including	residential	and	commercial	uses,	at	a	 fairly	
high	density	of	development.	

The site and surrounding areas feature moderately rugged and steep natural slopes, with typical slope inclinations 
on the order of 2H:1V or flatter. The	 elevations	 on	 site	 range	 from	 approximately	 560	 feet	 amsl	 at	 the	
southwestern	portion	of	the	site	to	approximately	1,000	feet	amsl	near	the	eastern	site	boundary.		The three 
primary canyons and associated drainages flow toward the southwest across the site. An existing high-voltage 
transmission line is located adjacent to the western portion of the site. 

Proposition	A	 amended	 the	General	 Plan	designation	 and	 zoning	of	 the	 approximately	450‐acre	 site.	 	 The	
East	 Otay	Mesa	 site	 is	 designated	 Public/Semi‐Public	 Lands	with	 a	 Solid	Waste	 Facility	Designator	 in	 the	
County’s	General	Plan.		The	site	was	rezoned	from	S88	and	S90	to	Solid	Waste	Facility	(SWF).			

3.7.6.2  Components of the East Otay Mesa Alternative 

Figure	3‐49,	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	–	Conceptual	Site	Plan	shows	a	site	plan	for	the	landfill	and	associated	
components	on	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site.		The	components	of	a	landfill	as	well	as	the	operation	of	a	
landfill	 at	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 site	 are	discussed	below.	 	 Some	of	 the	 components,	 such	 as	 the	
inclusion	 of	 a	 storage	 tanks,	 leachate	 collection	 and	 removal	 system,	 subdrain	 system,	 groundwater	
monitoring,	are	the	same	or	similar	to	those	proposed	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.48	 	In	
addition,	the	operation	of	the	landfill	would	be	essentially	the	same	in	that	the	landfill	would	be	a	Class	III	
facility	using	a	canyon	and	area	fill	method	for	refuse	placement.	 	However,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
would	likely	include	export	of	material	due	to	the	quantities	and	quality	of	material	that	would	be	excavated.	

Landfill Footprint 

The	 waste	 prism	 would	 be	 located	 in	 the	 canyon	 on	 the	 western	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 and	 would	 occupy	
approximately	 146	 acres	 within	 the	 approximately	 344‐acre	 boundary.	 	 The	 landfill	 would	 provide	
approximately	49.0	mcy	of	gross	airspace.		The	total	estimated	refuse	volume,	based	on	a	refuse	to	daily	and	
intermediate	soil	cover	volume	ratio	of	4:1,	is	approximately	37.5	mcy	or	25.3	million	tons	based	on	an	in‐
place	refuse	density	of	1,350	lbs/cy.	 	The	estimated	site	life	would	be	approximately	25	years.	 	Assuming	a	

																																																													
48		 While	Proposition	A	would	allow	chipping	and	grinding	of	material	at	 the	solid	waste	 facility,	 this	component	 is	not	 included	 for	

purposes	of	analysis	in	this	EIS	as	it	is	not	a	component	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	
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refuse	inflow	rate	of	1.0	million	tons	per	year	and	a	start	year	of	2015,	the	projected	closure	year	would	be	
2040	for	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.	

Figure	 3‐50,	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 ‐	 Conceptual	 Excavation	 and	 Fill	 Plan,	 shows	 the	 conceptual	
excavation	 plan	 for	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative.	 	 The	 excavation	 would	 include	 cut	 slopes	 with	
inclinations	 of	 2H:1V.	 	 The	 average	 excavation	 depth	 for	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 would	 range	 from	
approximately	40	to	120	feet,	with	a	localized	maximum	excavation	depth	of	approximately	140	feet.		A	100‐
foot	high	engineered	fill	berm	would	be	located	at	the	southern	end	of	the	canyon	to	increase	stability	of	the	
landfill	prism	as	well	as	to	increase	airspace.		The	total	excavation	volume	would	be	approximately	15.1	mcy,	
less	0.7	mcy	utilized	for	the	engineered	fill	berm,	resulting	in	a	net	excavation	volume	of	approximately	14.4	
mcy.	 	The	material	 removed	 to	create	 the	 landfill	 footprint	would	be	used	 for	cover	material	 to	 the	extent	
feasible.	 	 However,	 given	 that	 the	 net	 excavation	 of	 14.4	mcy	 of	material	would	 result	 in	 excess	material	
beyond	what	could	be	used	at	the	site	and	the	quality	of	material,	it	is	likely	that	material	would	be	exported	
from	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site.			

Figure	3‐50	shows	the	fill	plan	for	the	landfill	on	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site,	which	would	include	fill	
slopes	with	inclinations	of	3H:1V.	 	The	conceptual	fill	plan	would	include	a	top	deck	area	of	approximately	
48.7	acres,	with	a	maximum	fill	 elevation	of	approximately	1,010	 ft	amsl,	 to	create	 final	cover	 inclinations	
that	would	exceed	the	minimum	slope	of	3	percent	as	required	by	27	CCR.	

The	 East	 Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	 be	 developed	 in	 accordance	with	 applicable	 regulations.	 	 The	 East	
Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	would	meet	 the	minimum	 required	 five‐foot	 separation	 between	 groundwater	 and	
waste.		In	addition,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	install	a	single	composite	liner	in	compliance	with	
the	design	standards	for	Class	III	solid	waste	sites	as	specified	in	40	CFR	258.40.		A	subdrain	system	would	be	
place	beneath	the	liner.		The	composite	liner	would	be	installed	and	a	leachate	collection	and	removal	system	
(LCRS)	would	be	installed	over	the	synthetic	liner.		As	shown	in	Figure	3‐50,	two	desilting	basins	would	be	
located	on	the	site.		The	basins	would	be	located	adjacent	to	the	southern	portion	of	the	landfill	footprint.			

Borrow/Stockpile Area 

Based	on	 the	 conceptual	plan,	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	have	one	borrow/stockpile	area	 that	
would	encompass	approximately	46.5	acres.	 	The	borrow/stockpile	area	would	be	 located	 in	 the	northern	
portion	 of	 the	 canyons	 east	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 The	 potential	 borrow/stockpile	 area,	 constrained	 in	
height	similar	to	the	surrounding	grades,	could	have	a	height	on	the	order	of	250	feet	above	existing	grades.			

Access 

Regional	access	to	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	would	be	from	SR	905	via	the	Siempre	Viva	Road	exit.		
Primary and secondary site access roads would be constructed as part of the East Otay Mesa Alternative.  The 
alternative would include the construction of a new access route from Loop Road as indicated in Proposition A.  
Vehicles	would	enter	 the	site	via	 the	access	road	at	 the	southern	portion	of	 the	site.	 	Vehicles	would	drive	
through	the	ancillary	facilities	area	upon	entering	the	site.	

On‐site	access	roads	would	be	required	around	the	perimeter	of	the	site	and	would	likely	be	surfaced	with	
gravel.		Switchback‐type	roads	would	likely	be	required	in	a	few	localized	areas	of	steep	grades	around	the	
landfill	perimeter.			
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Ancillary facilities 

The	 ancillary	 facilities	 would	 be	 located	 in	 the	 southern	 portion	 of	 the	 site.	 	 Vehicles	 would	 enter	 the	
ancillary	facilities	area	and	would	pass	through	the	fee	booth	and	scales.		The	administrative	office	building	
would	 be	 located	 adjacent	 to	 the	 booths.	 	 A	 tilt‐up	 concrete	 maintenance	 building,	 which	 would	 be	
approximately	30	feet	in	height,	would	be	located	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area.		A	recyclable	drop‐off	area,	
with	bins	for	drop‐off	of	source	separated	recyclable	material,	such	as	newsprint,	white	paper,	tin,	aluminum,	
and	 glass	 would	 also	 be	 located	 in	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area.	 	 Since	 hazardous	 materials	 would	 be	
prohibited	at	the	East	Otay	Mesa	landfill,	a	hazardous	materials	storage	area	would	be	located	in	the	ancillary	
facilities	 area	 and	would	be	maintained	 for	use	 if	 such	materials	were	 to	be	 found	 in	 loads	 coming	 to	 the	
landfill.			

Various	 storage	 tanks	would	be	 located	 in	 the	ancillary	 facilities	area,	 including	 tanks	 for	 the	collection	of	
leachate	and	subdrain	water.		In	addition,	water	storage	would	be	provided.		A	diesel	storage	tank	within	a	
concrete	containment	wall	would	also	be	provided	in	the	ancillary	facilities	area	for	refueling	of	equipment.			

Within	the	ancillary	facilities	area	dry	management	controls	of	sediment	(i.e.,	sweeping)	as	well	as	the	use	of	
absorbents	for	oil	and	gas	releases	would	be	implemented.		The	alternative	would	also	include	a	storm	drain	
inlet	or	outflow	device	from	the	ancillary	facilities	area	(e.g.,	oil‐water	separators	or	other	filtering	devices	
required	by	the	County	stormwater	discharge	requirements)	to	protect	surface	water	quality.			

Electrical	and	telephone	utility	connections	would	be	undergrounded	in	the	access	road	from	Siempre	Viva	
Road/Loop	 Road	 to	 the	 facilities	 area.	 	 Security	 lighting	 would	 be	 provided	 around	 the	 buildings	 in	 the	
ancillary	facilities	area.		Lighting	would	be	low	impact,	focused,	and	shielded	to	minimize	spill	light	into	the	
night	sky	or	adjacent	properties.		All	lighting	would	comply	with	the	County	Light	Pollution	Code.		A	facility	
identification	 sign	 would	 be	 located	 at	 the	 entrance	 gate	 and	 would	 provide	 information	 on	 the	 facility	
operator,	hours	of	operation,	and	recognized	holidays.		Signs	would	be	located	on	the	scalehouse	indicating	
the	schedule	of	charges	and	the	general	types	of	waste	materials	that	would	not	be	accepted	at	the	site.			

3.7.6.3  Construction of the East Otay Mesa Alternative 

As	 is	 typical	 in	 the	 industry,	 the	 landfill	would	be	developed	 in	phases.	 	As	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative,	the	first	phase	of	the	landfill	would	be	developed	in	the	initial	construction,	along	with	the	access	
road,	ancillary	facilities,	borrow/stockpile	area,	and	desilting	basins.	 	Periodic	construction	would	occur	to	
prepare	the	next	phase	for	operation.49			

																																																													
49		 Phasing	 plans	 have	 not	 been	 prepared	 for	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.	 	However,	 given	 that	 the	 capacity	would	 be	 similar	 to	 the	

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	 that	 the	daily	and	annual	 intake	would	be	 the	 same,	 it	 is	assumed	 that	 initial	and	periodic	
construction	would	be	similar	to	that	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	
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3.7.6.4  Landfill Operations 

Waste Types And Volume 

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	landfill	would	be	permitted	and	operated	as	a	Class	III	municipal	solid	waste	
landfill,	in	accordance	with	CCR	Title	27.		An	average	of	approximately	3,200	tpd,	or	1.0	million	tons	annually,	
of	waste	would	be	deposited	at	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	landfill	over	its	site	life	with	maximum	peaks	
of	5,000	tpd	experienced	occasionally.		Thus,	the	environmental	analysis	for	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
contained	in	this	EIS	is	based	on	the	maximum	daily	intake	of	5,000	tpd.			

Types and Numbers of Vehicles  

The	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 be	 open	 to	 the	 public	 for	 the	 delivery	 of	 waste.	 	 However,	 it	 is	
anticipated	that	waste	would	be	delivered	by	commercial	refuse	vehicles.		Waste	generated	in	North	County	
jurisdictions	 would	 be	 shipped	 via	 transfer	 trucks	 due	 to	 the	 distance	 of	 the	 facility	 from	 the	 sources	 of	
waste.		Assuming	a	payload	of	20	tons,	the	projected	maximum	traffic	volume	is	estimated	to	be	298	trucks.		
In	addition,	32	trips	would	be	associated	with	construction	vehicles,	service	vehicles,	and	employee	vehicles.			

Disposal Operations 

Disposal	 operations	would	be	 the	 same	as	 at	 the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	 site	 and	 as	described	
above	for	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	Landfill	would	be	operated	using	the	
canyon	and	area	fill	method	for	refuse	placement.		As	further	described	above,	this	method	of	refuse	disposal	
includes	 the	 excavation	 of	 a	 large	 area,	 the	 stockpiling	 of	 the	 excavated	 soils,	 construction	 of	 the	 waste	
containment	 or	 liner	 system	 and	 the	 placement	 of	 refuse.	 	 Refuse	 would	 be	 typically	 placed	 in	 lifts	 and	
successive	lifts	would	be	constructed	to	create	a	series	of	adjoining	cells.		The	process	of	constructing	the	lifts	
would	be	repeated	until	the	interim	and	final	grades	have	been	reached.		At	the	end	of	the	working	day,	the	
refuse	would	be	compacted	using	a	dozer	or	compactor	to	complete	the	cell	and	would	be	covered	with	soil	
or	an	ADC	as	allowed	under	CCR	Title	27	(Article	2	Section	20690).	

As	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 include	 on‐site	 rock	
crushing	due	 to	 the	nature	of	 the	material	 that	would	be	excavated	 from	the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	A	portable	
rock	 processing	 facility,	 which	 would	 include	 a	 crusher	 and	 screens,	 would	 be	 located	 on	 the	 landfill	
footprint	when	it	is	needed.		Crushed	rock	would	be	stored	for	future	use	or	would	be	ground	for	use	as	daily	
or	 intermediate	cover	or	 for	use	on	the	 internal	haul	roads.	 	Due	to	 the	 limited	extent	of	soil	and	rippable	
rock,	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 there	 would	 be	 a	 shortfall	 of	 available	 soil	 on	 site	 and	 that	 soil	 would	 need	 to	 be	
imported.		However,	rather	than	soil	for	daily	cover,	as	with	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	ADC	could	be	used.		
Given	 the	 quantities	 and	 quality	 of	 material	 that	 would	 be	 excavated,	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 material	 would	 be	
exported	 from	 the	 East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 site.	 	 If	 exportation	 of	material	were	 to	 occur,	 a	Major	Use	
Permit	(MUP)	would	be	required	from	the	County.	

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	Landfill	would	include	a	HWEP,	
including	a	load	checking	program.		A	full‐time	spotter	would	observe	unloading	activities	during	all	refuse	
hours	 of	 operation.	 	 Tires	 accepted	 at	 the	 site	 would	 be	 stored	 in	 a	 designated,	 secured	 area	 within	 the	
landfill	footprint.		The	location	would	change	as	needed	depending	on	the	operational	phase	of	the	landfill.			
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Personnel 

Since	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 be	 the	 same	 as	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	 the	 same	 number	 of	 employees	would	 occur	 at	 the	 site.	 	 Initially,	 fewer	 employees	would	 be	
needed	to	adequately	staff	the	landfill	and	staff	numbers	would	increase	as	the	landfill	is	developed	and	the	
refuse	inflow	rate	increases.		Thus,	at	full	operational	capacity	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	have	22	
full‐time	employees.	

Days and Hours Of Operation 

As	 indicated	 in	 Proposition	 A,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 operate	 six	 days	 a	 week,	 Monday	
through	Saturday,	except	holidays,	for	a	total	of	307	operating	days	per	year.	 	Proposition	A	states	that	the	
facility	shall	remain	open	for	the	receipt	of	refuse	a	minimum	of	nine	(9)	hours	a	day.		For	analysis	purposes	
in	this	EIS	it	is	assumed	that	solid	waste	operations	would	occur	Monday	through	Friday	between	7:00	A.M.		
and	 6:00	 P.M.	 and	 on	 Saturday	 from	 8:00	 A.M.	 to	 5:00	 P.M.	 	 Maintenance	 activities	 occurring	 within	 the	
maintenance	yard	or	within	the	enclosed	building,	the	operation	of	gas	and	leachate	collection	and	treatment	
systems,	and	remedial	activities,	if	necessary,	would	not	be	limited	to	the	hours	of	operation.	

Environmental Monitoring and Control Systems 

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	 include	the	same	environmental	monitoring	and	control	systems	as	
would	be	 implemented	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	The	 following	environmental	monitoring	
and	 control	 systems,	 which	 are	 described	 above	 in	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 would	 be	
incorporated	into	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative:	

 Water	Conveyance	and	Water	Quality	Monitoring	System;	

 Leachate	Control	and	Monitoring	Systems;	and	

 Landfill	Gas	Monitoring	and	Control	Systems.	

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	also	include	the	development	of	the	following	control	measures	that	
would	serve	to	reduce	potential	impacts.		Each	of	these	control	measures	would	be	tailored	to	the	alternative	
site	 relative	 to	 the	 surrounding	 land	uses	and	sensitive	 receptors.	 	 For	example,	 litter	 control	 for	 the	East	
Otay	Mesa	site	would	be	five	days	each	week	and	would	occur	on	or	adjacent	to	the	access	road	and	Loop	
Road	in	accordance	with	Proposition	A.		The	control	measures	would	be	as	follows:	

 Fire	Control	Measures;	

 Vector	and	Bird	Control	Measures	

 Litter	Control	Measures;	

 Odor	Control	Measures;	

 Dust	Control	Measures;	and	

 Noise	and	Vibration	Control	Measures.	
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3.7.6.5  Site Closure and Ultimate Land Use 

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	a	 final	closure	plan	would	be	prepared	and	submitted	to	the	
appropriate	regulatory	agencies	(e.g.,	CalRecycle,	LEA	and	RWQCB)	two	years	prior	to	the	anticipated	closure	
date.		The	final	cover	would	comply	with	applicable	state	and	federal	regulatory	requirements.		Site	closure	
would	 include	 the	 reclamation	 of	 the	 borrow/stockpile	 areas.	 	 In	 addition,	 any	 post‐closure	 site	 security	
fencing	would	ensure	that	all	points	of	access	are	restricted	to	ensure	public	health	and	safety	as	required	in	
CCR	Title	27,	Section	21135(f).	 	The	proposed	post‐closure	end	use	for	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	
would	be	undeveloped	open	space.			

3.7.7  Alternative 7 – Sycamore Canyon Expansion Alternative 

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Landfill	 is	 an	 existing	 491‐acre	 facility	 located	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	Diego.	 	 Sycamore	
Canyon	Landfill	was	initially	permitted	in	1963	when	the	City	issued	Conditional	Use	Permit	(CUP)	No.	6066	
to	the	County	of	San	Diego,	the	agency	owning	the	site	at	the	time.		The	facility	operates	under	revised	Solid	
Waste	 Facilities	 Permit	 No.	 37‐AA‐0023	 along	 with	 various	 permits	 from	 the	 APCD,	 RWQCB,	 and	 other	
agencies.		The	landfill	is	currently	owned	and	operated	by	Sycamore	Landfill,	Inc.	(SLI),	a	subsidiary	of	Allied	
Waste	Industries,	pursuant	to	a	Franchise	Agreement	with	the	City	of	San	Diego.			

SLI	 is	currently	in	the	process	of	obtaining	approvals	for	a	vertical	and	horizontal	expansion	of	the	facility.		
An	EIR	was	certified	and	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	was	approved	by	the	City	of	San	
Diego	in	December	2008.		Opponents	to	the	project	filed	lawsuits	challenging	the	EIR	and	the	court	held	that	
the	City	erred	in	adopting	a	higher	final	grade	(1,145‐foot	amsl)	landfill	alternative	and	ordered	the	City	to	
decertify	 the	EIR	and	 rescind	 the	associated	approvals.	 	The	City	of	 San	Diego,	 as	 lead	agency	 for	 the	EIR,	
released	a	Revised	Draft	EIR	dated	May	2012	to	address	 the	court	order.	 	The	Final	EIR	was	completed	 in	
August	2012.		The	proposed	expansion	as	defined	in	the	EIR	for	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	
Plan	is	being	considered	as	an	alternative	to	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	in	this	EIS.		The	following	
summarizes	information	contained	in	the	August	2012	Revised	Final	EIR,	which	is	incorporated	by	reference.	

3.7.7.1  Site Location and Description  

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	is	located	within	the	City	of	San	Diego	off	SR	52	near	Mast	Boulevard.		Please	
see	Figure	3‐51,	Regional	and	Site	Location	for	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative.		More	specifically,	the	
landfill	occupies	Little	Sycamore	Canyon	in	the	eastern	portion	of	the	City,	within	approximately	one	mile	of	
the	City	of	Santee	limits.		The	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	Expansion	Alternative	site	is	located	south	of	Naval	
Air	 Station	 Miramar	 and	 generally	 northeast	 of	 Mission	 Trails	 Regional	 Park.	 	 The	 site	 is	 located	
approximately	 13	 miles	 northeast	 of	 downtown	 San	 Diego,	 and	 approximately	 0.75	 mile	 west	 of	 the	
boundary	between	the	cities	of	San	Diego	and	Santee.			

The	site	is	approximately	491	acres	in	size.		The	immediately	surrounding	area	is	undeveloped.		The	Marine	
Corps	 Air	 Station	Miramar	 lands	 used	 for	military	 training,	 and	 conserved	 open	 space	 are	 located	 to	 the	
north	of	the	site.	The	Mission	Trails	Regional	Park	lands	are	located	to	the	south.		Undeveloped	private	land	
lies	 immediately	 to	 the	west	and	east.	 	 In	addition,	West	Hills	Park	and	West	Hills	High	School	are	 located	
approximately	 0.75	mile	 southeast	 of	 the	 landfill	 area.	 The	 Santee	 Lakes	 and	Recreation	Area	 are	 located	
approximately	0.75	mile	to	the	east.	Existing	residential	areas	are	 located	approximately	0.7	mile	from	the	
landfill	to	the	east,	0.75	mile	to	the	southeast,	and	one	mile	to	the	south.	
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The	topography	in	the	drainage	at	the	bottom	of	Little	Sycamore	Canyon	at	the	site	ranges	from	430	to	640	
feet	amsl.		Adjacent	ridges	have	elevation	greater	than	900	feet	amsl.		Spring	Canyon	is	located	west	of	Little	
Sycamore	Canyon	and	Quail	Canyon	is	located	to	the	east	of	the	landfill.			

The	vertical	expansion	would	increase	the	maximum	height	of	the	landfill	by	167	feet,	from	883	feet	amsl	to	
1,050	feet	amsl.		The	horizontal	expansion	would	increase	the	waste	disposal	area	by	28.6	acres.		Overall,	the	
alternative	 would	 result	 in	 an	 additional	 83.8	 acres	 of	 disturbance.	 	 With	 the	 vertical	 and	 horizontal	
expansions	the	overall	site	capacity	would	be	increased	by	approximately	86	mcy	from	71	mcy	to	157	mcy.		
The	daily	 intake	would	 increase	 from	the	current	permitted	3,965	 tpd	up	 to	11,450	 tpd	by	year	2030	and	
beyond.		With	the	daily	intake	increase,	the	maximum	annual	disposal	volumes	would	increase	to	1,810,000	
tpy	at	approval,	2,715,000	tpy	in	2015,	and	4,144,900	tpy	in	2030	and	beyond.		In	order	to	accommodate	the	
increased	daily	volumes	of	solid	waste	intake	and	to	allow	operational	flexibility	the	facility	would	operate	
24	hours	per	day.			

The	site	 is	 located	 in	the	East	Elliott	Community	Plan	area.	 	The	Master	Plan	would	include	a	General	Plan	
and	 Community	 Plan	 amendment	 that	 would	 redesignate	 a	 net	 21	 acres	 of	 Open	 Space	 and	 5	 acres	 of	
Commercial	Office	to	Industrial	and/or	Sanitary	Landfill	in	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	East	Elliot	Community	
Plan.	 	Although	 the	majority	of	 the	site	has	been	used	 for	a	 landfill	 since	 the	1960s,	 the	alternative	would	
rezone	 currently	 zoned	 residential	 (RS‐1‐8)	 to	 industrial	 (IH‐2‐1).	 	 The	Master	 Plan	would	 supercede	 the	
previously	granted	Conditional	Use	Permit	under	which	the	landfill	currently	operates.	 	Vacation	of	several	
existing	public	road	rights‐of‐way	and	public	slope	and	utility	easements	crossing	the	alternative	site	would	
also	be	required.		The	alternative	would	also	include	the	relocation	of	existing	SDG&E	transmission	lines	that	
currently	bisect	 the	 landfill	 footprint	to	a	 location	along	the	western	and	northern	boundary.	 	The	existing	
utility	easement	would	be	abandoned	once	the	relocation	is	complete.		Finally,	the	alternative	would	include	
a	consolidated	parcel	map	to	ensure	that	no	legal	parcels	within	the	landfill	are	left	without	legal	access.		A	
grant	 deed	 from	 the	 City	 would	 convey	 the	 entrance	 parcel	 containing	 the	 access	 road	 to	 the	 applicant	
pursuant	to	a	three‐party	agreement	entered	into	with	Caltrans	as	part	of	completion	of	SR	52.	

3.7.7.2  Components of the Sycamore Canyon Alternative 

Figure	 3‐52,	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 –	 Conceptual	 Site	 Plan,	 shows	 a	 site	 plan	 for	 the	
proposed	expansion		of	the	landfill	as	well	as	the	associated	components.		The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	
Alternative	would	 include	 the	 following	 improvements:	 relocation	of	 the	 scale	area;	 entrance	 landscaping;	
relocation	 of	 the	 administrative	 office;	 relocation	 of	 existing	 power	 line;	 a	 new	 drop‐off	 and	 relocated	
recycling	 center;	 perimeter	 access	 road	 construction,	 and	 24‐hour	 operation.	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	
Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 continue	with	 the	 export	 of	 aggregate	material	 and	 processing	 green/wood	
materials	for	ADC	that	is	currently	permitted	as	part	of	the	activities	on	the	alternative	site.		Approximately	
35	to	40	mcy	of	native	material	would	be	excavated	for	the	vertical	expansion	areas.		Some	of	the	excavated	
material	 would	 be	 processed	 to	 produce	 commercial	 aggregate	 and	 would	 be	 exported	 off	 site.	 	 The	
remainder	of	the	material	would	be	stockpiled	on	site	for	use	in	the	operations	of	the	landfill.	

In	 addition,	 the	 alternative	would	 include	 future	 processing	 of	 construction	 and	demolition	 (C&D)	debris,	
which	would	presort	loads	that	are	mostly	wood	waste,	and	other	loads	including	large	amounts	of	concrete,	
asphalt	and	other	inert	materials	to	be	disposed.	 	This	process	would	be	conducted	on	top	of	a	previously‐
landfilled	 area	 near	 the	 current	 active	 face.	 	 The	 existing	 green	 waste	 processing	 would	 remain	 in	 the	
western	half	of	the	landfill	and	would	increase	over	time,	converting	green	waste	to	a	form	suitable	for	use	
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in	erosion	control	or	as	ADC	in	landfill	operation.	The	grinding	operation	would	usually	be	located	near	the	
working	face.		The	alternative	may	include	composting	activities	in	the	future.		However,	composting	would	
require	 additional	 review	 and	 approval	 and	 therefore,	 is	 not	 evaluated	 as	 part	 of	 this	 alternative.	 	 The	
components	 of	 the	 landfill	 as	 well	 as	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 landfill	 at	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	
Alternative	site	are	discussed	below.			

Landfill Footprint 

The	existing	waste	prism	is	located	in	the	canyon	in	the	central	portion	of	the	site.	 	The	vertical	expansion,	
which	would	be	located	adjacent	to	the	existing	landfill	on	the	eastern	and	western	sides,	would	increase	the	
landfill	 footprint	by	approximately	28.6	acres.	 	With	 the	vertical	expansion	of	 the	waste	disposal	area,	 the	
landfill	 footprint	would	be	a	 total	of	approximately	353	acres.	 	The	proposed	expansion	would	provide	an	
increase	of	approximately	86	mcy	of	gross	airspace	from	71	mcy	to	157	mcy.		The	proposed	expansion	would	
result	in	a	remaining	lifespan	of	31.8	years	from	February	2011	or	until	December	2042.	

Canyon‐	 and	 area‐fill	 methods	 would	 continue	 to	 be	 used	 for	 waste	 placement.	 In	 general,	 the	 waste	 fill	
sequence	would	begin	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	landfill	and	proceed	northward	along	the	eastern	half	of	
the	 undeveloped	 landfill	 area.	 	 Once	 the	 new	 phases	 reach	 the	 northern	 limits	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint,	
subsequent	phases	would	proceed	southward	down	the	western	boundary	of	the	landfill	footprint,	until	the	
entire	western	portion	of	the	site	has	been	filled.		

Figure	 3‐53,	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative‐‐	 Excavation	 and	 Fill	 Plan,	 shows	 the	 proposed	
excavation	and	fill	for	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative.		Depths	of	excavation	would	range	from	
less	than	three	feet	 in	the	southern	portion	of	the	site	to	approximately	266	feet	 in	the	northern	area.	The	
floor	 of	 the	 new	 disposal	 area	 would	 slope	 at	 two	 to	 three	 percent	 grade	 draining	 south	 toward	 several	
leachate	 collection	 sumps.	 Internal	 side	 slopes	 in	 the	 excavated	 area	would	have	 grades	of	 approximately	
1.5:1	 (horizontal	 to	 vertical)	 between	 benches,	while	 excavated	 side	 slopes	 and	 fill	 slopes	would	 have	 an	
overall	gradient	of	1:1.5	to	2:1.	Excavated	soil	and	rock	materials	would	be	processed	as	part	of	the	existing	
aggregate	operations.			

Landfill	 base	 grading	 would	 require	 approximately	 34,965,000	 cy	 of	 cut,	 1,316,000	 cy	 of	 fill,	 for	 a	 net	
33,650,000	cy	of	cut.	Much	of	the	cut	would	be	conducted	as	part	of	the	ongoing	aggregate	operations.	The	
maximum	depth	of	cut	would	be	298	feet	with	1.5:1	slopes	and	the	maximum	depth	of	fill	would	be	110	feet	
with	1.5:1	and	2:1	slopes.		

Figure	 3‐53	 shows	 the	 fill	 plan	 for	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative.	 	 The	 vertical	 expansion	
would	increase	the	maximum	height	of	the	landfill	by	167	feet,	from	883	feet	amsl	to	1,050	feet	amsl.			

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	be	developed	in	accordance	with	applicable	regulations.		
A	composite	liner	would	be	installed	and	a	leachate	collection	and	removal	system	(LCRS)	would	be	installed	
over	the	synthetic	liner.	 	A	detention/sedimentation	basin	would	be	constructed	at	the	southern	end	of	the	
landfill	 site.	 	 The	 proposed	 basin	 would	 regulate	 off‐site	 flows	 and	 would	 allow	 suspended	 solids	 in	 the	
runoff	to	settle	out	before	the	water	is	discharged	to	the	existing	natural	drainage	course,	a	portion	of	which	
is	 being	 restored	 as	 a	 wetland	 area	 to	 mitigate	 impacts	 to	 wetland	 habitat	 within	 the	 approved	 waste	
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footprint.		Pursuant	to	requirements	of	27	CCR	20365,	all	surface	water	management	structures	and	systems	
would	be	designed	to	accommodate	a	100‐year,	24‐hour	duration	storm	event.	

With	 regard	 to	 the	 liner,	 all	 new	 disposal	 areas	 would	 be	 equipped	 with	 a	 composite	 liner	 system	 in	
compliance	with	the	design	standards	for	Class	III	solid	waste	sites	as	specified	in	40	CFR	258.40.	The	liner	
system	would	be	designed	and	constructed	over	all	new	excavated	bases	(i.e.,	bottom	and	side	slopes)	and	
would	consist	of	the	following	minimum	components	(listed	from	bottom	to	top):	

Bottom Liner 

 Compacted	subgrade;	

 40‐mil	thick	high	density	polyethylene	(HDPE)	geomembrane	(both	sides	textured);	

 Geosynthetic	 clay	 liner	 (GCL)	 with	 permeability	 less	 than	 5.0	 x	 10‐9	 centimeters	 per	 second	
(cm/sec);	

 60‐mil	thick	HDPE	geomembrane	(both	sides	textured);	

 Non‐woven	geotextile;	

 12	inches	of	granular	drainage	material;	

 Non‐woven	geotextile;	and	

 Two	feet	of	protective	cover	soil.	

Side Slope Liner 

 Compacted	subgrade;	

 40‐mil	thick	HDPE	geomembrane	liner	(both	sides	textured);	

 Geosynthetic	clay	liner	(GCL)	with	permeability	less	than	5.0	x	10‐9	cm/sec;	

 60‐mil	thick	HDPE	geomembrane	liner	(down	side	textured);	

 Non‐woven	geotextile;	and	

 Two	feet	of	protective	cover	soil.	

 Where	the	new	liner	system	interfaces	with	the	older,	unlined	portion	of	the	landfill,	the	liner	would	
be	installed	so	that	it	overlaps	the	edge	of	the	existing	waste	disposal	area.	The	edge	of	the	existing	
waste	would	be	located	during	grading/construction	for	the	new	disposal	area,	and	a	trench	would	
be	excavated	to	anchor	the	new	liner	in	place.	The	liner	would	be	placed	in	the	trench	and	backfilled	
with	properly	compacted	soil.	Waste	disposal	would	proceed	atop	the	 lined	and	unlined	portion	of	
the	landfill.	

Borrow/stockpile areas 

As	with	other	 landfills,	borrow/stockpile	areas	would	be	located	on	the	site.	 	Excavated	material	would	be	
used	for	daily	cover.		In	addition,	as	discussed	previously,	aggregate	material	would	be	exported	off	site.	
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Access 

Regional	access	to	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	would	be	from	SR	52.		Vehicles	enter	the	
site	via	the	32‐foot	wide	site	access	road	at	the	southern	portion	of	the	site.		Vehicles	would	drive	through	the	
ancillary	facilities	area	upon	entering	the	site.		The	access	road	is	paved	1.5	miles	beyond	the	existing	scale	
facility	 until	 it	 becomes	 the	 unpaved	 internal	 haul	 road	when	 it	 enters	 the	 future	waste	 area	west	 of	 the	
active	landfill	area.			

A	 number	 of	 road	 improvements	 would	 be	 implemented	 at	 the	 Mast	 Boulevard/West	 Hills	 Parkway	
intersection	 at	 the	 landfill	 entrance	 and	 along	 Mast	 Boulevard	 between	 the	 landfill	 entrance	 and	 the	
westbound	on‐ramp	to	SR	52.	Proposed	improvements	at	the	landfill	intersection	would	ultimately	provide	
one	dedicated	 right‐turn	 lane,	 one	bike	 lane,	 three	 through	 lanes,	 and	 two	dedicated	 left‐turn	 lanes	 in	 the	
westbound	 direction.	 Eastbound	 traffic	 lanes	 on	 Mast	 Boulevard	 at	 the	 project	 intersection	 would	 be	
improved	 to	 include	 two	 dedicated	 left‐turn	 lanes,	 two	 through	 lanes,	 one	 bike	 lane,	 and	 a	 combined	
through/right‐turn	lane.	

Northbound	traffic	from	West	Hills	Parkway	at	the	intersection	would	be	improved	to	two	dedicated	left	turn	
lanes,	one	through	lane,	one	bike	lane,	and	a	dedicated	right‐turn	lane.	A	southbound	left	turn	lane	would	be	
added	at	the	entrance.			

Ancillary facilities 

	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	include	the	construction	of	maintenance	facilities,	scales	
and	public	drop‐off	facilities,	and	administration	offices.	 	A	new	two‐story	approximately	8,655	square	foot	
building	would	be	constructed	near	the	south	end	of	the	landfill	in	the	vicinity	of	the	landfill	gas	flare	station	
for	maintenance	of	landfill	operating	equipment.		The	area	would	consolidate	activities	that	currently	occur	
at	various	locations	on	site.	 	 In	addition,	a	water	storage	tank	(600,000	gallon	capacity)	would	be	installed	
west	of	 the	proposed	detention/sedimentation	basin	 to	provide	reclaimed	water	storage	 for	on‐site	use	 in	
dust	control	and	fire	suppression.		

The	 existing	 truck	 scale	 and	 scale	 house	 at	 the	 landfill	 entrance	would	 be	 removed	 and	 three	 new	 scale	
houses	(each	approximately	646	square	feet	 in	size)	and	a	public	drop‐off	 facility	for	recyclables	would	be	
constructed	along	the	facility	access	road	approximately	2,800	feet	north	and	west	of	the	landfill	entrance	at	
Mast	Boulevard.			

A	new	permanent	approximately	3,260‐square	foot	office	building	would	be	constructed	on	the	site	near	the	
existing	scale	house	and	administration	facilities	located	at	the	landfill	entrance	from	Mast	Boulevard.		The	
office	building	would	be	rectangular	in	shape	with	a	covered	portico	on	the	north	side	of	the	building.		

No	sewer	connection	is	currently	proposed	(although	future	hookup	via	sewer	in	Sycamore	Landfill	Road	to	
Mast	Boulevard	would	be	possible	 if	 sewer	becomes	available	 in	 the	 future);	a	 septic	holding	 tank	system	
with	 regular	 collection	 of	 effluent	 would	 be	 utilized,	 as	 in	 the	 current	 operation.	 Landscaping	 would	 be	
installed	in	the	vicinity	of	the	administrative	office	facilities.			
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3.7.7.3  Construction of the Sycamore Canyon Alternative 

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 is	 the	 expansion	 of	 an	 existing	 facility.	 	 The	 Master	
Development	Plan	does	not	 include	construction	stages.	 	Rather,	periodic	construction	would	occur	during	
operation.	 	 Base	 grade	 levels	would	 be	 excavated	 over	 time	 to	 provide	 a	 continuous	 liner	 system	with	 a	
gentle	sloping	 floor	and	steep	side	slopes.	 	As	 is	 typical	 in	 the	 industry,	 the	 landfill	would	be	developed	in	
phases.		The	first	phase	of	the	landfill	would	be	developed	as	part	of	the	initial	construction,	along	with	the	
access	road,	ancillary	facilities,	borrow/stockpile	area(s),	and	desilting	basins.		Periodic	construction	would	
occur	to	prepare	subsequent	phases	for	operation.			

3.7.7.4  Landfill Operations 

Waste Types And Volume 

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	allow	for	the	continuation	of	the	landfill	to	operate	as	a	
Class	 III	municipal	solid	waste	 landfill,	 in	accordance	with	CCR	Title	27.	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	
Alternative	would	result	 in	an	 increase	of	daily	 intake	 to	5,000	 tpd	 from	permit	approval,	up	 to	7,500	 tpd	
beginning	in	2015,	and	up	to	11,450	tpd	in	2030	and	beyond.		The	maximum	annual	disposal	volumes	would	
be	1,810,000	tpy	increasing	to	2,715,000	tpy	in	2015	and	to	4,144,900	tpy	in	2030	and	beyond.			

Types and Numbers of Vehicles  

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	be	open	to	the	public	for	the	delivery	of	waste	and	drop‐
off	 of	 recyclables.	 	 However,	 waste	 is	 generally	 delivered	 by	 commercial	 refuse	 vehicles	 (e.g.,	 collection	
trucks	 and/or	 transfer	 trailers).	 	 The	 SWFP	 for	 the	 existing	 operation	 imposed	 a	 maximum	 daily	 traffic	
volume	 of	 620	 haul	 vehicles,	 which	 is	 monitored	 daily	 using	 tickets	 issued	 at	 the	 facility	 entrance.	 	 In	
addition,	 200	 trips	 are	 associated	with	 the	 export	 of	 aggregate	material.	 	 The	 projected	maximum	 traffic	
volume	 is	 estimated	 to	 be	 2,643,	 including	 refuse	 delivery	 vehicles,	 aggregate	 trucks,	 and	 passenger	
cars/light	trucks.			

Disposal Operations 

Under	 the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative,	 the	operation	related	to	disposal	of	solid	waste	would	
not	vary	significantly	 from	current	practices.	 	As	 is	 typical,	solid	waste	acceptance	would	occur	at	the	new	
landfill	scales;	waste	spreading,	compaction,	and	covering	procedures	would	occur.		Procedures	to	maximize	
exclusion	 of	 hazardous	 wastes	 and	 procedures	 for	 management	 of	 any	 hazardous	 wastes	 that	 may	 be	
detected	would	continue.		Wet	weather	procedures	would	be	implemented.		In	addition,	processing	of	greens	
materials;	site	security	procedures;	management	of	surface	water	run‐on	and	runoff;	dust,	litter,	and	vectors;	
fire	controls;	hazardous	materials	business	plan;	emergency	response	plan;	and	spill	prevention	control	and	
countermeasures	plan	would	continue.		

Ongoing	 aggregate	 processing	 would	 continue.	 	 In	 addition,	 C&D	 debris	 processing,	 enhanced	 greens	
processing	and	possible	future	composting	operations	would	be	added	to	landfill	services.	
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Personnel 

Currently,	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	has	40	employees.		Under	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	
staff	 numbers	 would	 increase	 as	 the	 landfill	 is	 expanded	 and	 the	 refuse	 inflow	 rate	 increases.	 	 At	 full	
operational	capacity	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	have	50	full‐time	employees.50	

Days and Hours Of Operation 

Currently,	Sycamore	Landfill	is	open	for	public	access	from	6:00	A.M.	to	4:30	P.M.	Monday	through	Friday	and	
from	6:00	A.M.	to	4:00	P.M.	on	Saturday,	excluding	Sundays	and	three	holidays	(Thanksgiving,	Christmas,	and	
New	 Year’s	 days).	 	 Although	 the	 existing	 SWFP	 allows	 Sunday	 operation	 from	 6:00	 A.M.	 to	 4:00	 P.M.,	 the	
landfill	 is	currently	closed	on	Sunday.		Placement	of	cover	material,	maintenance,	and	monitoring	routinely	
occur	outside	of	the	public	access	hours	but	not	on	Sunday.	

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	include	24	hours	per	day	of	operation	and	maintenance,	
seven	days	per	week.	 	 The	 expanded	hours	 and	days	would	 allow	 the	 facility	 to	 receive	waste	during	 the	
evening	and	night‐time	hours.		Aggregate	processing	operation	hours	would	continue	to	be	6:00	A.M.	to	4:30	
P.M.,	Monday	through	Friday	and	6:00	A.M.	to	4:00	P.M.	on	Saturday.		C&D	processing	and	greens	processing	
would	 be	 limited	 to	 6:00	 A.M.	 to	 8:00	 P.M.,	 Monday	 through	 Friday	 with	 deliver	 of	 C&D	 and	 green	 loads	
allowed	at	any	time	during	general	hours	of	operation.		Public	access	to	the	public	drop‐off	and	recycling	area	
would	be	from	7:00	A.M.	to	6:00	P.M.,	Monday	through	Saturday.	

Environmental Monitoring and Control Systems 

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	include	environmental	monitoring	and	control	systems	
similar	 to	 those	 implemented	 for	 the	 Applicant's	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 The	 following	 environmental	
monitoring	and	control	systems	would	be	incorporated	into	the	alternative:		

 Water	Conveyance	and	Water	Quality	Monitoring	System;	

 Leachate	Control	and	Monitoring	Systems;	and	

 Landfill	Gas	Monitoring	and	Control	Systems.	

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	also	 include	 the	development	of	 the	 following	control	
measures	that	would	serve	to	reduce	potential	impacts.		Each	of	these	control	measures	would	be	tailored	to	
the	alternative	site	relative	to	the	surrounding	land	uses	and	sensitive	receptors.		For	example,	noise	control	
measures	may	vary	for	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	site	given	the	location	of	sensitive	receptors	relative	
to	the	noise	producing	uses.		These	control	measures	would	be	as	follows:	

 Fire	Control	Measures;	

 Vector	and	Bird	Control	Measures;	

																																																													
50		 Existing	and	projected	employee	numbers	were	obtained	 from	 the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	

August	2012,	pages	2‐5	and	5.2‐6,	respectively.	 	The	number	of	employees	is	a	result	of	the	daily	intake	and	the	size	of	the	facility.		
Therefore,	the	number	of	employees	 is	greater	 for	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	since	the	alternative	would	have	a	
higher	daily	intake	than	the	other	landfill	alternatives.	
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 Litter	Control	Measures;	

 Odor	Control	Measures;	

 Dust	Control	Measures;	and	

 Noise	and	Vibration	Control	Measures.	

In	addition,	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	include	visual	control	measures	that	would	
shield	landfill	construction	and	operation	from	views	from	the	east	by	8‐	to	10‐foot	berms	composed	of	soil	
and	rock	placed	a	the	east‐facing	perimeter	of	those	landfill	lifts	that	are	visible	to	neighborhoods	east	of	the	
landfill.			

3.7.7.5  Site Closure and Ultimate Land Use 

	At	 the	end	of	 its	useful	 life,	 the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	be	closed	according	to	 the	
requirements	 of	 27	 CCR.	 	 As	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 a	 final	 closure	 plan	 would	 be	
prepared	and	submitted	to	the	appropriate	regulatory	agencies	(e.g.,	CalRecycle,	LEA	and	RWQCB)	two	years	
prior	 to	 the	 anticipated	 closure	 date.	 	 The	 final	 cover	 would	 comply	 with	 applicable	 state	 and	 federal	
regulatory	requirements.		Following	closure	of	the	landfill,	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	
would	be	revegetated	using	native	plant	species.		The	site	would	be	converted	to	open	space	(non‐irrigated)	
for	habitat	purposes	and	would	possibly	be	incorporated	into	Mission	Trails	Regional	Park	(MTRP),	pursuant	
to	the	final	closure	plan.			
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4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION 

Chapter	4	contains	an	evaluation	of	the	possible	effects	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	the	six	
alternatives	 that	are	being	considered	 in	this	EIS.	 	A	detailed	description	of	 the	alternatives,	as	well	as	the	
process	for	identifying	alternatives,	is	provided	in	Chapter	3,	Description	of	Alternatives,	of	this	EIS.		

This	chapter	contains	16	sections,	each	of	which	addresses	a	specific	environmental	or	resource	issue	area.		
Each	section	provides	information	on	the	existing	regional	and	local	conditions	as	well	as	an	analysis	of	the	
potential	direct	and	indirect	effects	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	the	alternatives.	

To	 assist	 the	 reader	 in	 comparing	 information	 about	 the	 various	 issues,	 Sections	 4.1	 though	 4.16	 each	
present	the	following	information	for	the	specific	resource	area:	

 Regulatory	Framework	

 Methodology	for	Reviewing	Effects	Under	NEPA	

o Criteria	for	Assessing	Effects	

o Methodology	

 Affected	Environment	(Existing	Conditions)	

 Design	Features	

 Environmental	Consequences	and	Mitigation	Measures	

A	comparison	of	the	results	of	the	impact	analyses	is	presented	in	Chapter	5,	Comparison	of	Alternatives,	of	
this	 EIS.	 	 A	 cumulative	 analysis	 for	 each	 alternative	 by	 issue	 area	 is	 contained	 in	 Chapter	 6,	 Cumulative	
Analysis,	of	this	EIS.		

4.1  TERMINOLOGY USED IN THE ANALYSIS 

In	 evaluating	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 alternatives,	 the	 effect	 is	 determined	 by	 applying	 the	 evaluation	 criteria	
presented	for	each	resource	area.		The	following	terms	are	used	to	describe	the	effect:	

Not	adverse:		a	designation	of	not	adverse	is	used	when	no	change	in	the	environment	is	expected;	

Not	significant	adverse:		a	designation	of	not	significant	adverse	(or	adverse	but	not	significant)	is	used	when	
the	alternative	would	cause	a	change,	but	not	a	change	that	would	exceed	the	evaluation	criteria;	and	

Significant	 adverse:	 	 a	 designation	 of	 significant	 adverse	 is	 used	 when	 the	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	
change	that	would	exceed	the	applicable	evaluation	criteria.	

Design	Features:	refers	to	measures	that	are	included	as	part	of	the	alternative	
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Mitigation	Measures:	refers	to	measures	that	avoid	or	reduce	an	effect.		Mitigation	measures	include:	

 Avoiding	the	effect	by	not	taking	a	certain	action	or	parts	of	an	action;	

 Minimizing	the	effect	by	limiting	the	degree	or	magnitude	of	the	action	and	its	implementation;	

 Rectifying	the	effect	by	repairing,	rehabilitating	or	restoring	the	affected	environment;		

 Reducing	or	eliminating	the	effect	over	time	by	preservation	and	maintenance	operations	during	the	
life	of	the	action;	and	

 Compensating	for	the	effect	by	replacing	or	providing	substitute	resources	or	environments.	

Mitigation	 measures	 would	 be	 imposed	 as	 a	 condition	 of	 approval	 and	 would	 be	 monitored	 to	 ensure	
compliance	and	implementation.	

	

	



     

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.1‐1	 	

4.1  AESTHETICS 

INTRODUCTION 

The	aesthetics	analysis	identifies	the	scenic	character	of	the	alternative	sites	and	the	potential	impacts	that	
would	 occur	 to	 existing	 aesthetic	 resources	 as	 a	 result	 of	 implementation	 of	 the	 alternatives.	 	 More	
specifically,	 this	section	addresses	whether	development	would	contrast	with	existing	visual	elements	of	a	
moderate	or	high	quality	landscape;	result	 in	the	loss	or	significant	degradation	of	a	substantial	amount	of	
the	 physical	 resources	 that	 make	 up	 the	 local	 visual	 character;	 or	 block	 a	 substantial	 percentage	 of	 an	
existing	view	corridor	of	an	important	view	scene,	prevent	the	physical	or	visual	access	to	a	viewing	point;	or	
dominate	 the	 viewing	 scene	 to	 the	 point	 where	 the	 view	 scene	 quality	 is	 substantially	 degraded.	 	 The	
analysis	also	discusses	consistency	with	community	character	and	whether	 the	alternative	would	create	a	
new	source	of	light	or	glare	with	respect	to	dark	skies.		The	analyses	are	based	primarily	on	technical	studies	
prepared	by	Kawasaki	Theilacker	Ueno	+	Associates	(KTU+A),	which	are	contained	in	Appendix	D	of	this	EIS.		
Additional	 information	 pertinent	 to	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 is	 derived	 from	 the	
Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR	(August	2012).		

4.1.1  REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The	plans	and	regulations	described	below	apply	to	areas	within	the	County	and	City	of	San	Diego.		Sycamore	
Canyon	 Landfill	 is	 the	 only	 alternative	 located	 within	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego,	 therefore,	 the	 City	 plans	
discussed	are	only	relevant	to	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative.	

4.1.1.1  San Diego County General Plan 

The	San	Diego	County	General	Plan	Conservation	and	Open	Space	Element	sets	forth	several	policies	related	
to	 aesthetic	 resources,	 including	 preservation	 of	 resources,	 preservation	 of	 ridgelines	 and	 hillsides,	 and	
preservation	of	dark	skies.	 	 	Goals	and	policies	relative	to	aesthetic	resources	applicable	to	alternatives	are	
described	in	Section	4.10,	Land	Use	and	Planning,	of	this	EIS	and	are	specifically	outlined	and	compared	to	
the	alternatives	in	the	General	Plan	Comparison	Table	contained	in	Appendix	J	of	this	EIS.		Specific	aesthetic	
goals	 and	 policies	 of	 the	 General	 Plan	 including	 GOAL	 COS‐11,	 Preservation	 of	 Scenic	 Resources;	 GOAL	
COS‐12,	 Preservation	 of	 Ridgelines	 and	 Hillsides;	 and	 GOAL	 COS‐13,	 Preservation	 of	 Dark	 Skies	 that	
contribute	to	rural	character	and	are	necessary	for	local	observatories.		GOAL	COS‐11	also	contains	policies	
for	 the	connection	of	 regionally	 significant	natural	 features	via	designated	 scenic	corridors,	 such	as	scenic	
highways,	and	establishes	certain	standards	for	state	and	County	scenic	highway	corridors.	

4.1.1.2  San Diego County Light Pollution Code 

The	 County’s	 Light	 Pollution	 Code	 establishes	 lamp	 and	 shielding	 requirements	 and	 hours	 of	 operation	
standards	 that	 have	 been	 determined	 to	 effectively	 reduce	 impacts	 on	 dark	 skies.	 	 The	 standards	 are	 the	
result	of	a	 collaborative	effort	 from	technical	 lighting	experts,	astronomers,	and	County	staff	 to	effectively	
address	and	minimize	the	impact	of	light	pollution	on	dark	skies.		As	outlined	under	the	Legislative	Intent	of	
the	 Light	 Pollution	 Code	 (Section	 59.101),	 “The	 intent	 of	 the	 Division	 is	 to	 restrict	 the	 permitted	 use	 of	
outdoor	light	fixtures	emitting	undesirable	 light	rays	into	the	night	sky	which	have	a	detrimental	effect	on	
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astronomical	research.”	The	Code	was	written	specifically	to	ensure	that	new	outdoor	 lighting	would	have	
minimal	impacts	on	astronomical	observatories.		

4.1.1.3  City of San Diego General Plan Urban Design Element 

Policies	UD‐A.1	and	UD‐A.13	of	the	Urban	Design	Element	addresses	protection	of	natural	landforms	through	
protection	of	the	integrity	of	community	plan	designated	open	spaces.		Policy	UD‐A.13	calls	for	use	of	lighting	
that	 provides	 both	 safety	 as	 well	 as	 minimization	 of	 glare	 and	 contrast.	 	 Under	 UD‐A.13,	 light	 would	 be	
focused	to	eliminate	spill‐over	and	directed	to	the	intended	use.			The	respective	policies	are	as	follows:	

 Natural	Features:		Policy	UD‐A.1.		Preserve	and	protect	natural	landforms	and	features.	

– Protect	the	integrity	of	community	plan	designated	open	spaces.	

 Lighting:	 	Policy	UD‐A.13.	 	Provide	 lighting	from	a	variety	of	sources	at	appropriate	 intensities	and	
qualities	for	safety.	

– Use	lighting	to	convey	a	sense	of	safety	while	minimizing	glare	and	contrast.	

– Use	vandal‐resistant	light	fixtures	that	complement	the	neighborhood	and	character.	

– Focus	 lighting	 to	 eliminate	 spill‐over	 so	 that	 lighting	 is	 directed,	 and	only	 the	 intended	
use	is	illuminated.	

4.1.1.4  City of San Diego General Plan Conservation Element 

The	 City	 General	 Plan	 Conservation	 Element	 addresses	 long‐term	management	 of	 natural	 landforms	 and	
open	 space.	 	 Policy	 CE‐B.1	 addresses	 protection	 and	 conservation	 of	 landforms,	 canyon	 lands,	 and	 open	
spaces	that	provide	public	views/vistas.		The	respective	policy	is	as	follows:		

 Policy	CE‐B.1:	Protect	and	conserve	the	landforms,	canyon	lands,	and	open	spaces	that	(among	other	
things)	 provide	 public	 views/vistas,	 serve	 as	 core	 biological	 areas	 and	 wildlife	 linkages,	 provide	
buffers	within	and	between	communities,	or	provide	outdoor	recreational	opportunities.	

– Support	the	preservation	of	rural	lands	and	open	spaces	throughout	the	region.	

– Protect	urban	canyons	and	other	important	community	open	spaces	including	those	that	
have	been	designated	 in	 community	 plans	 for	 the	many	benefits	 they	 offer	 locally,	 and	
regionally	as	part	of	a	collective	citywide	open	space	system.	

4.1.2  METHODOLOGY FOR REVIEWING EFFECTS UNDER NEPA 

This	subsection	provides	the	evaluation	criteria	used	to	determine	the	effects	of	each	of	the	alternatives.		In	
addition,	this	subsection	describes	the	methodology	used	to	assess	impacts	on	aesthetics.	

4.1.2.1  Criteria for Assessing Effects 

Although	specific	criteria	or	impact	indicators	for	visual	resources	impacts	are	not	provided	in	NEPA,	NEPA’s	
Declaration	 of	 Purpose	 states	 that	 it	 is	 the	 responsibility	 of	 the	 federal	 government	 to:	 “…assure	 all	
Americans	safe,	healthful,	productive,	and	aesthetically	and	culturally	pleasing	surroundings	…	and	to	attain	
the	widest	range	of	beneficial	uses	of	the	environment	without	degradation,	risk	to	health	or	safety,	or	other	
undesirable	and	unintended	consequences.”		(Section	101	[42	USC		4331])		Furthermore,	among	the	issues	
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listed	in	NEPA	as	important	to	consider,	three	issues	touch	upon	aesthetics	indirectly,	including	the	potential	
to	affect	the	unique	character	of	the	affected	resource	in	a	manner	that	would	be	adverse,	the	potential	for	
controversy,	and	the	potential	to	violate	laws	and	regulations.		Therefore,	a	significant	adverse	effect	would	
result	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	a	change	to	the	visual	environment	that	is	visible	to	a	moderate	level	
of	viewers	(1,000	or	more	per	day).		More	specifically,	analyses	are	provided	regarding	landform	character,	
visual	quality,	visual	resources,	view	quality	and	neighborhood/community	character.		The	criteria	used	for	
the	analysis	contained	in	the	EIS	are	as	follows:				

 Landform	 character:	 	 An	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	
would	result	in	a	permanent	adverse	change	in	the	natural	landform	character	of	a	scenic	area.		This	
change	must	not	only	be	noticeable	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers,	but	the	contrast	must	
dominate	other	adjacent	landforms;			

 Visual	 quality:	 	 An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	
clearly	contrast	with	the	existing	visual	elements	of	a	moderate	or	high	quality	landscape	assessment	
unit.		This	contrast	must	be	clearly	visible	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers	and	the	contrast	
must	dominate	the	visual	scene	to	the	point	where	the	character	and	quality	of	the	immediate	area	is	
permanently	and	significantly	degraded;			

 Visual	resources:		An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	
result	 in	 the	 loss	 or	 significant	 degradation	 of	 a	 substantial	 amount	 of	 the	 physical	 resources	 that	
make	 up	 the	 local	 visual	 character.	 	 These	 physical	 resources	 include	 vegetation,	 rock	 structures,	
naturally	appearing	water,	structures,	or	landforms	that	make	up	the	individual	visual	resources	and	
contribute	to	the	character	of	the	landscape	assessment	unit;			

 View	 quality:	 	 An	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	
highly	 contrast	 and	 dominate	 the	 viewing	 scene	 to	 the	 point	 where	 the	 view	 scene	 quality	 is	
substantially	 degraded.	 	 The	 alternative	would	 block	 a	 substantial	 percentage	 of	 an	 existing	 view	
corridor	 of	 a	 regionally	 or	 subregionally	 important	 view	 scene,	 or	 prevent	 the	 physical	 or	 visual	
access	to	a	viewing	point	from	which	the	viewing	scene	can	be	seen;	or			

 Neighborhood	character:		An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	
would	 prevent	 the	 attainment	 of	 a	 design	 or	 other	 aesthetic	 goal	 that	 is	 part	 of	 an	 adopted	
community	plan	or	other	County‐approved	document.	 	This	visual	character	type	 is	determined	by	
line,	form,	color,	contrast,	texture,	cultural	features,	scale	and	other	elements	that	contribute	to	the	
character	of	the	neighborhood	and	that	are	identified	as	important	to	the	community.			

In	 addition,	 with	 regard	 to	 dark	 skies,	 an	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	
alternative	would	 create	 a	 new	 source	 of	 substantial	 light	 or	 glare	 that	would	 adversely	 affect	 nighttime	
views	in	the	area.		

4.1.2.2  Methodology  

Evaluations	are	based	on	Visual	Impact	Assessment	Technical	Reports	(VIATRs)	prepared	by	KTU+A	for	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	Aspen	Road,	Gopher	Canyon	Road,	Merriam	Mountain,	and	East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternatives.1	 	 The	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 is	 based	 on	 the	 aesthetics	
																																																													
1	 Applicable	 KTU+A	 reports	 include	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 Visual	 Impact	 Analysis	 (December	 1998),	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	

Supplemental	 Analysis	 (February	 2012),	 Alternative	 Visual	 Impact	 Analysis	 –	 Aspen	 Road,	 Alternative	 Visual	 Impact	 Analysis	 –
Gopher	Canyon	Road	(March	2012),	and	Alternative	Visual	Impact	Analysis	–Merriam	Mountain	(March	2012).			
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analysis	 in	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 Master	 Development	 Plan	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 (August	 2012).	 	 The	
methodologies	used	in	the	latter	were	further	evaluated	by	KTU+A	for	consistency	with	the	criteria	used	in	
this	 EIS.	 	 The	 descriptions	 of	 alternative	 sites	 are	 based	 on	 field	 work,	 photographs	 and	 aerial	 views,	
computer	modeling	of	viewsheds	to	determine	 limits	of	visibility,	and	preparation	of	simulations	 from	off‐
site	 key	 view	 locations.	 	 Key	 views	 represent	 the	 primary	 view	 locations	 and	 viewer	 groups	 potentially	
affected	 by	 the	 alternative.	 	 As	 part	 of	 this	 effort,	 the	 existing	 and	 future	 surrounding	 land	 uses	 are	
characterized.	 	The	visual	quality	and	view	quality	thresholds	in	the	technical	analyses	focus	on	measuring	
impacts	 to	 visual	 character	 and	 quality	 based	 on	 principles	 widely	 used	 in	 visual	 resource	 assessments	
prepared	 by	 federal	 agencies,	 including	 the	 U.S.	 Department	 of	 Transportation,	 Federal	 Highway	
Administration	(FHWA)	Visual	Impact	Assessment	for	Highway	Projects;	the	U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture,	
Forest	Service	(USFS)	Visual	Management	System;	and	the	U.S.	Department	of	the	Interior,	Bureau	of	Land	
Management	(BLM)	modified	Visual	Management	System.2			

Key	 aesthetic	 issues	 and	 principal	 viewpoints	 for	 each	 alternative	 site	 are	 addressed	 in	 the	 technical	
analyses.	 	These	include	descriptions	of	the	physical	and	regulatory	settings,	existing	visual	resources,	and	
viewer	 response.	 	 Existing	 visual	 resources	 are	 defined	 in	 terms	 of	 visual	 character,	 pattern	 elements,	
pattern	character,	and	visual	quality.	 	 Impacts	to	visual	character	include	an	assessment	of	the	form,	color,	
diversity,	and	texture	of	landfill	development	compared	to	existing	aesthetic	conditions.			The	assessment	of	
visual	quality	is	based	on	the	degree	to	which	a	landfill	would	disrupt	the	intactness	and	unity	of	the	existing	
landform	and	visual	quality	of	an	area.			

The	viewer	response	assessment	for	each	site	included	the	response	of	viewers	to	a	change	in	the	viewing	
scene	 that	 is	 estimated	 by	 analyzing	 elements	 such	 as	 viewing	 distances,	 viewer	 sensitivity,	 and	 viewing	
duration.		The	resulting	level	of	visual	impact	was	determined	by	combining	the	severity	of	resource	change	
to	the	predicted	degree	to	which	people	would	experience	the	change.				

In	the	analysis	of	visual	impacts,	typical	or	candidate	key	views	seen	by	different	viewer	groups	are	provided	
as	 an	 overlay	 of	 the	 alternative	 sites’	 landforms	 and	major	 features.	 	 These	 are	 intended	 to	 portray	 the	
general	 location,	 scale	 and	 extent	 of	 the	 proposed	 improvements	 at	 each	 alternative	 site.	 	 The	 approach	
includes	 computer	 simulations	 of	 the	 alternatives,	 along	 with	 simplified	 photographic	 integration	 over	
existing	 visual	 resources.	 	 	 Simulations	 were	 developed	 through	 the	 use	 of	 a	 three‐dimensional	 computer	
model	 of	 the	 landform	with	 the	 alternative’s	 topographical	 contours.	 	 This	model	was	 then	 transposed	 to	 a	
photo	image	of	the	site.		Additional	texture,	color,	details	and	shadowing	were	added	to	increase	the	realistic	
look	of	the	simulation.		Foreground	elements	are	added	that	would	normally	block	out	parts	of	the	background	
view.		The	simulations	reveal	the	visibility	of	the	alternative.				

Community	 character	 impacts	 are	 based	 on	 the	 identification	 and	 evaluation	 of	 natural,	 built	 or	 historic	
resources	that	contribute	to	perceived	visual	quality	within	a	community.		For	the	alternative	sites	located	in	
unincorporated	 areas,	 the	 determination	 of	 an	 adverse	 impact	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 community	 character	
policies	of	the	San	Diego	County	General	Plan	and	respective	community	plans	is	based	on	a	summary	of	the	
comparison	of	the	alternatives	to	applicable	plan	goals	and	policies	(please	see	Section	4.10,	Land	Use	and	
Planning,	of	this	EIS	for	a	detailed	analysis	of	General	Plan	and	community	plan	policies)	and	any	identified	
physical	impacts	related	to	aesthetics.		The	determination	of	consistency	with	the	County’s	dark	sky	policies	
																																																													
2		 These	 assessment	 procedures	 are	 generally	 analogous	 and	 are	 consistent	with	 the	 required	 components	 of	 the	 USACE’s	 Visual	

Resources	Assessment	Procedure	(VRAP).	
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is	 based	 on	 consistency	 with	 Code	 section	 59.101.	 For	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative,	 the	
evaluation	 is	 based	 on	 consistency	 with	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 General	 Plan	 and	 any	 identified	 physical	
impacts	 associated	 with	 aesthetics.	 	 Impacts	 related	 to	 light	 are	 based	 on	 the	 findings	 in	 the	 Sycamore	
Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR	(August	2012)	regarding	consistency	with	City	of	San	
Diego	Policies.			

4.1.3  APPLICANT’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 

4.1.3.1  Affected Environment  

The	visual	resource	study	area	is	the	North	County	Inland	Mountain	Region,	which	is	located	to	the	north	of	
Escondido	and	east	of	San	Marcos.		The	area	is	defined	by	inland	hilly	terrain	with	large	valleys	and	canyons	
distinguished	by	topography	that	 is	dramatically	different	than	the	coastal	areas	of	the	county.	 	Vegetative	
cover	 is	 generally	 native	 with	 a	 strong	 influence	 from	 orchard	 development.	 	 Land	 uses	 in	 the	 Inland	
Mountain	 Region	 include	 small	 communities,	 low	 density	 residential	 uses,	 farming,	 resorts,	 golf	 courses,	
quarries,	and	other	industrial	and	commercial	uses.		

The	 Gregory	 Canyon	 subregion	 is	 defined	 by	 the	 viewshed	 limits	 of	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 Valley.	 	 The	
viewshed	is	focused	on	the	river	bottom,	with	its	edges	defined	by	the	upper	ridgelines	on	either	side	of	the	
river.		The	character	of	this	canyon	is	both	natural	and	disturbed.		The	natural	areas	are	well	defined	by	the	
river	bottom	and	are	characterized	by	riparian	tree	growth.	 	Floodplain	 lowlands	are	generally	grasslands	
and	 hillsides	 are	 generally	 native	 sage	 and	 chaparral.	 	 Though	 this	 subregion	 is	 primarily	 natural	 in	 its	
appearance,	 significant	 disturbances	 are	 evident,	 including:	 	 the	 former	 Fenton	 sand	 and	 gravel	 mining	
operation	(existing	ponds	in	the	floodplain	to	the	north	of	Gregory	Mountain);	Rosemary’s	Mountain	Quarry,	
to	the	east	of	Rice	Canyon	Road;	pasture	and	cropland	in	the	upland	areas;	and	orchard	development	on	the	
hillsides.		Development	in	the	region	includes	single‐family	residences	on	the	hills	north	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	
River	 and	 privately‐operated	 power	 generating	 plant	 to	 the	 north	 of	 SR	 76,	 north	 of	 the	Gregory	 Canyon	
property	on	Pala	del	Norte	Road.			

The	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property	 is	 primarily	 undeveloped	 open	 space,	 although	 a	 portion	 was	 previously	
occupied	by	 two	dairy	operations.	 	 	 Currently,	 a	 temporary	 storage	 yard	 is	 located	 south	of	 SR	76	on	 the	
eastern	portion	of	the	site.	 	The	remainder	of	the	site	is	unoccupied.	 	Historically,	two	dairies	occupied	the	
site	 and	 25	 residences	were	 located	 on	 the	 property.	 	 The	 residences	 and	 structures	 associated	with	 the	
dairies	 have	 been	 vacated	 and	 the	 residences	 have	 been	 boarded	 up.	 	 	 A	 large	 portion	 of	 the	 property	
supports	native	plant	species	including	oak	trees,	riparian	vegetation,	and	other	native	vegetation.		The	San	
Luis	Rey	River	dominates	the	near	views	of	the	property	from	SR	76	and	supports	on‐site	riparian	habitat.			
Gregory	Mountain,	which	forms	the	easterly	backdrop	of	the	site,	is	characterized	by	a	broad	variety	of	rock	
outcrops	on	its	higher	slopes	and	sparser	native	vegetation,	typical	of	North	County	Inland	Mountain	Region.		
An	 SDG&E	 high	 power	 transmission	 line	 crosses	 the	 west	 flank	 of	 the	 mountain,	 which	 breaks	 up	 the	
continuity	of	the	natural	hillside.	 	Some	areas	within	the	Gregory	Canyon	property	have	been	degraded	by	
former	 agricultural	 operations.	 	 These	 include	 areas	 of	 native	 and	 riparian	 vegetation	 in	 which	 grazing	
occurred	over	 the	 span	of	 several	decades.	 	 Existing	visual	 resource	elements	on	and	around	 the	Gregory	
Canyon	 property	 are	 illustrated	 in	 Figure	 4.1‐1,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative–Visual	 Resources	
Classifications.	 	 	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 4.1‐1,	 portions	 of	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property	 are	 visible	 from	
surrounding	rural	and	semi‐rural	residential	properties,	the	west	rim	of	Gregory	Mountain,	Medicine	Rock,	
and	 SR	 76,	 a	 state	 highway	 designated	 as	 “scenic”	 by	 San	Diego	 County.	 	 Figure	 4.1‐1	 also	 illustrates	 the	
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visual	value	or	sensitivity	of	areas	on	and	adjacent	to	the	Gregory	Canyon	property.	 	Candidate	key	views,	
which	 are	 those	 that	 represent	 typical	 views	 of	 the	 site	 and	 viewing	 angles	 as	 seen	 by	 different	 viewer	
groups,	include	the	following:	

 Candidate	Key	View	1:	Pala	Mesa;	

 Candidate	Key	View	2:	West	San	Luis	Rey	Canyon;	

 Candidate	Key	View	3:	Central	San	Luis	Rey	Canyon;	

 Candidate	Key	View	4:	Rice	Canyon;	

 Candidate	Key	View	5:	Eastbound	Highway	76;	

 Candidate	Key	View	6:	Westbound	Highway	76;	

 Candidate	Key	View	7:	North	Hillside	Viewshed;	

 Candidate	Key	View	8:	East	San	Luis	Rey	Canyon;	

 Candidate	Key	View	9:	Lower		Couser	Canyon;	and	

 Candidate	Key	View	10:	Upper	Couser	Canyon.	

Candidate	 key	 views	 that	 were	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Visual	 Technical	 Study	 (January	 2012)	
include	the	following:	

 Gregory	Mountain	West	Rim;	and	

 Medicine	Rock.	

4.1.3.2  Design Features from the Gregory Canyon EIR  

In	accordance	with	Proposition	C,	a	conceptual	landscape	plan	was	prepared	to	provide	screening	of	various	
alternative	 components	 (see	 Figure	 3‐14	 in	 Chapter	 3,	 Description	 of	 Alternatives,	 of	 this	 EIS).3	 	 The	
conceptual	 landscape	 plan	 assumes	 that	 mature	 trees	 and	 shrubs	 along	 SR	 76	 would	 remain	 and	 that	
additional	 landscaping	 would	 be	 planted	 to	 limit	 the	 view	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 from	 SR	 76.	 	 The	
conceptual	landscape	plan	would	also	provide	landscape	screening	around	the	desilting	basins,	at	necessary	
locations	adjacent	 to	 the	ancillary	 facilities	area	and	 the	borrow/stockpile	areas,	as	well	as	on	 the	hillside	
after	 the	 relocation	 of	 the	 SDG&E	 towers.	 	 The	 conceptual	 landscape	 plan	 would	 incorporate	 the	
improvements	 and	 materials	 associated	 with	 the	 Habitat	 Restoration	 and	 Resource	 Management	 Plan	
(HRRMP).		Other	design	features	include	the	retention	of	the	existing	knoll	north	of	the	facilities	area	to	help	
screen	views	of	the	site.	

The	following	summarizes	mitigation	measures	that	would	be	required	under	CEQA	with	implementation	of	
the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	 project	pursuant	 to	 a	Mitigation	Monitoring	 and	Reporting	Program	 (MMRP)	
adopted	by	the	San	Diego	DEH	on	May	13,	2011.		As	these	measures	would	be	required	as	part	of	the	project,	
they	 are	 referred	 to	 and	 considered	 as	 design	 features	 in	 this	 EIS.	 	 The	 MMRP	 with	 the	 full	 text	 of	 the	
measures	is	included	in	Appendix	A	of	this	EIS.	

																																																													
3		 The	conceptual	landscape	plan	emphasizes	native	vegetation	and	rounding/undulation	of	slopes	on	the	refuse	column	and	changes	

in	slope	angles.			
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 DF	4.13‐1.	 	Landscape	Plan.	 	Requires	preparation	of	conceptual	 landscape	plan	incorporating	DF	
4.13‐2	through	DF	4.13‐10	and	addressing	timing	of	installation.				

 DF	4.13‐2a.	 	Installation	of	Trees	and	Shrubs	at	Landfill	Footprint.	 	Retention	of	existing	trees	
and	shrubs	along	SR	76;	installation	of	like	species	and	other	fast	growing	trees	to	create	a	naturally	
landscaped	transportation	corridor	through	the	property,	where	appropriate.			

 DF	 4.13‐2b.	 	 Major	 Tree	 Groupings	 at	 Landfill	 Footprint.	 	 Plant	 major	 tree	 groupings	 and	
transplants	as	well	as	native	revegetation	and	rock	outcrop	placement	along	the	edges	of	the	landfill	
to	help	break	the	geometric	lines	of	the	landfill	and	to	blend	the	face	with	the	surrounding	hillsides.		

 DF	 4.13‐2c.	 	 Slope	 Stabilization	 at	 Landfill	 Footprint.	 	 Stabilize	 permanent	 slopes	 with	
appropriate	 native	 plant	 seed	 mix	 and	 container	 stock	 around	 the	 edges.	 	 In	 some	 cases,	 where	
phasing	 may	 result	 in	 changes	 and/or	 transitions	 to	 the	 slopes,	 more	 temporary	 erosion	 control	
techniques	could	be	utilized.		The	County	DEH	shall	field	verify	implementation	of	this	measure.	

 DF	4.13‐2d.	 	Revegetation	of	Landfill	Footprint.	 	Hydroseed	or	revegetate	any	 landfill	slope	that	
would	remain	unchanged	beyond	one	full	year.			

 DF	4.13‐2e.		Drain	Pipes	and	Other	Structures.		Paint	drainage	and	methane	extraction	structures	
and	pipes	or	use	materials	 that	 fit	 into	 the	 local	color	environment	and	match	adjacent	 textures	 to	
blend	into	the	background	of	traversed	areas.	

 DF	4.13‐2f.	 	Brow	ditches	at	Landfill	Footprint.	 	Construct	brow	ditches	with	outside	bench	 lips	
slightly	 higher	 than	 inside	 edges	 and	 color	 blending	 of	 culverts	 and	 other	 pipelines	 with	 landfill	
slopes.		Use	integral	or	stained	color	on	all	brow	ditches.			

 DF	4.13‐2g.		Landscape	Easement.		Explore	the	feasibility	of	obtaining	a	landscape	easement	along	
SR	 76	 on	 the	 adjacent	 Caltrans	 right‐of‐way	 and,	 if	 obtained,	 plant	 with	 a	 screen	 of	 native	 or	
indigenous	trees	and	shrubs	to	create	a	naturally	landscaped	transportation	corridor.			

 DF	 4.13‐3.	 	 Benches	 and	 Lifts.	 	 Grade	 benches	 and	 lifts	 to	 minimize	 the	 significant	 landform	
character	impact.		Blend	created	landforms	with	adjacent	landforms	by	manipulating	the	landform	to	
resemble	 or	 meld	 with	 its	 surroundings,	 plant	 to	 create	 the	 pattern	 resembling	 the	 adjacent	
vegetation	 matrix	 and	 its	 colors,	 and	 incorporate	 boulders	 to	 create	 the	 rocky	 texture	 of	 the	
surrounding	hillsides.		

 DF	4.13‐4.	 	Areas	Visible	to	the	Public.	 	Revegetate	areas	within	public	view,	such	as	along	SR	76	
and	within	the	abandoned	Lucio	Dairy	parcels,	mitigate	for	the	loss	of	visual	resources	in	accordance	
with	 the	 landscape	 plan.	 	 Include	 both	 oak	 woodland	 habitats	 and	 riparian	 plantings.	 	 Where	
possible,	relocate	boulders	and	rock	outcrops	to	replanted	areas.		

 DF	4.13‐5.		Bridge	Construction.		Plant	large	riparian	trees	along	with	the	associated	understory	in	
the	 riparian	 zone	 along	 the	 access	 road	 and	 bridge	 to	 screen	 the	 alternative	 elements	 and	 the	
excavation	in	accordance	with	the	landscape	plan.			

 DF	4.13‐6a.		Rock	Outcrops	at	Ancillary	Facilities.		Place	rock	outcrops	removed	from	the	landfill	
footprint	in	strategic	locations	around	the	facilities	area.			

 DF	4.13‐6b.		Major	Tree	Groupings	at	Ancillary	Facilities.		Plant	major	groupings	of	mature	trees	
in	ancillary	facilities	area	and	next	to	the	water	tank	to	screen	visual	access	to	those	structures.		Also,	
revegetate	disturbed	slopes	with	native	species.			
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 DF	4.13‐6c.		Ancillary	Facilities	Paint	and	Materials.		Paint	facilities	and	miscellaneous	structures	
or	use	of	materials	to	fit	into	the	local	color	environment	and	also	match	adjacent	textures.		 

 DF	4.13‐7.		Western	Desilting	Basin.		Provide	vegetative	screening	on	the	side	slopes	and	in	areas	
below	the	crest	to	hide	the	grading;	install	landscaping	after	completion	of	construction.			

 DF4.13‐8a.	 	Major	Tree	Groupings	at	Borrow/Stockpile	A.	 	To	help	block	the	views	of	 the	area,	
screen	landform	with	major	tree	groupings,	at	the	edges	of	the	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A.	

 DF	4.13‐8b.	 	Landform	Contouring	at	Borrow/Stockpile	A.	 	Contour	landforms	to	help	blend	the	
general	forms	of	land	masses	on	part	of	the	lower	stockpile	areas.		Use	gentle	grading	and	curvilinear	
shapes	 shall	 be	 to	 help	 blend	 top	 and	 side	 slopes	 in	 with	 the	 natural	 topography.	 	 Avoid	 large,	
undifferentiated,	flat	slopes.			

 DF	 4.13‐8c.	 	 Revegetation	 of	 Borrow/Stockpile	 A.	 	 Revegetate	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A	 after	
initial	construction;	reduce	contrast	and	match	texture	and	color	in	all	revegetation.			

 DF	4.13‐9a.	 	Landform	Contouring	at	Borrow/Stockpile	B.	 	Contour	landforms	to	help	blend	the	
general	forms	of	land	mass	on	part	of	the	upper	stockpile	areas;	use	gentle	grading	and	curvilinear	
shapes	 to	 help	 blend	 top	 and	 side	 slopes	 in	 with	 the	 natural	 topography.	 	 Avoid	 large,	
undifferentiated,	flat	slopes	or	pads.			

 DF	4.13‐9b.		Hydroseeding	or	Revegetation	of	Borrow/Stockpile	B.		Hydroseed	or	revegetate	any	
slope	that	would	remain	unchanged	beyond	one	full	year.			

 DF	4.13‐9c.	 	Landform	screening	of	Borrow/Stockpile	B.	 	Plant	landscaping	materials,	 including	
major	tree	groupings,	at	the	edges	of	Borrow/Stockpile	B	to	screen	the	area	from	view.	 

 DF	4.13‐10.		SDG&E	Tower	Relocation.		Minimize	the	pad	areas	needed	for	the	relocated	powerline	
towers;	 permanently	 revegetate	 cut	 slopes	 and	 grade	 to	 blend	 the	 pads	with	 adjacent	 landforms.		
Sculpt	the	cut	face	of	pads	to	allow	rock	outcrops	to	remain	and	be	prominent;	place	additional	rock	
outcrops	where	they	do	not	interfere	with	the	access	and	maintenance	of	the	towers.			

 DF	4.13‐11.		Landfill	Face.		Re‐contour	to	match	the	approved	contours	and	immediately	revegetate	
any	 area	 of	 the	 landfill	 face	 that	 would	 be	 disturbed	 to	 repair	 any	 surface	 cracking,	 settlement,	
and/or	surficial	slumping;	use	the	approved	plant	palette	in	Final	Closure	Plan.			

 DF	4.13‐12a.	 	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option	Grading.	 	Grade	 to	blend	disturbed	
areas	 with	 the	 existing	 landform;	 use	 gentle	 grading	 and	 curvilinear	 shapes	 and	 avoid	 large,	
undifferentiated,	flat	slopes	or	pads.		

 DF	4.13.12b.		First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	Revegetation.		After	construction,	disturbed	areas	within	
and	 around	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 easement	 shall	 be	 revegetated	 with	 native	 species	 in	
accordance	 with	 an	 approved	 landscape	 treatment	 plan.	 	 County	 Department	 of	 Environmental	
Health	shall	field	verify	implementation	of	this	measure.	

 DF	 4.13‐12c.	 	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 Blending.	 	 Aqueduct	 portals	 and	 air	 vents	 shall	 be	
designed	 to	 blend	 in	 with	 the	 landscape	 through	 the	 use	 of	 a	 variety	 of	 colors	 that	 match	 the	
revegetation	 patch	 and	 soil	 color	 that	 the	 facility	 is	 going	 through.	 	 County	 DEH	 shall	 field	 verify	
implementation	of	this	measure.	
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4.1.3.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Landform Character	

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	
permanent	change	in	the	natural	landform	character	of	a	scenic	area.		This	change	must	not	only	be	noticeable	
to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers,	but	the	contrast	must	dominate	other	adjacent	landforms.			

Impact	Statement	Gregory	AES‐1:	 	 	The	overall	 size,	elevation,	and	 form	of	 the	 components	of	 the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	would	 contrast	with	 the	 natural	 landform	 character	 in	 a	 scenic	
area.	 	 	With	 the	 incorporation	 of	design	 features,	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 on	Borrow/Stockpile	
Areas	A	 and	B,	 the	western	desilting	basin,	 and	 relocation	of	 the	 SDG&E	 towers	would	not	occur.			
Effects	associated	with	the	landfill	would	be	reduced	but	significant	adverse	effects	would	remain.	

Landfill Footprint 

The	 landfill	 face	would	 be	 the	most	 visible	 component,	 as	 the	 landfill	 footprint	would	 rise	 approximately	
1,100	 feet	 above	 mean	 sea	 level	 (amsl)	 at	 its	 highest	 point	 and	 approximately	 950	 feet	 amsl	 at	 its	
southernmost	point.	 	 	At	 its	highest	point,	 the	landfill	 footprint	would	rise	200	feet	above	the	ground	level	
immediately	 to	 the	west.	 	 At	 its	 highest	 elevation,	 the	 landfill	 footprint	would	 be	 approximately	 740	 feet	
below	the	peak	of	the	mountain,	which	is	located	at	1,844	feet.			

The	 landfill	 and	 various	 elements	 of	 the	 alternative	 would	 be	 visible	 from	 SR	 76,	 a	 San	 Diego	 County‐
designated	 scenic	highway;	 from	residential	properties	 in	Rice	and	Couser	Canyons;	 from	 the	west	 rim	of	
Gregory	Mountain;	and	from	Medicine	Rock.		The	number	of	viewers	from	SR	76	would	exceed	1,000	viewers	
per	day.		Key	Views	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	are	represented	in	Figures	4.1‐2	through	4.1‐6.		
The	alteration	of	the	existing	landform	would	be	most	evident	in	Key	Views	5	and	6,	which	are	represented	
in	 Figure	 4.1‐2,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative‐Key	 View	 5:	 Eastbound	 Highway	 76	 and	 Figure	 4.1‐3,	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative‐Key	 View	 6:	Westbound	Highway	 76.4	 	 	 The	 landfill	 would	 be	 visible	 to	 a	
lesser	 degree	 in	 the	 landform	 Key	 Views	 4	 and	 10,	 represented	 in	 Figure	 4.1‐4,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative‐Key	View	 4:	Rice	 Canyon	Road	 and	 Figure	 4.1‐5,	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative‐Key	 View	 10:	
Upper	Couser	Canyon	Road.5				

Impacts	 to	 landform	character	would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	effects,	particularly	with	 respect	 to	Key	
Views	5	and	6	(Figures	4.1‐2	and	4.1‐3)	and	Key	View	7	(Figure	21	in	the	1998	Visual	Impact	Analysis).			As	
shown	in	these	figures,	the	overall	size,	elevation,	and	form	of	the	landfill	footprint	would	contrast	strongly	
with	the	adjacent	landform	setting.		

Portions	of	the	landfill	would	be	partially	visible	from	the	west	rim	of	Gregory	Mountain	as	shown	in	Figure	
4.1‐6,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	–	Views	 from	West	Rim	of	Gregory	Mountain.	 	 The	 landfill	 footprint	
																																																													
4		 A	change	in	landform	would	also	be	evident	in	Key	View	7	–	North	Hillside	Viewshed	(Figure	31	in	the	1998	Gregory	Canyon	Visual	

Impact	Analysis).	

5		 The	 landfill	would	be	visible	 to	a	 lesser	degree	 in	 the	Key	Views	2,	8,	and	9	represented	Key	View	2	–	West	San	Luis	Rey	Canyon	
(Figure	26);	Key	View	3	–	Central	San	Luis	Rey	Canyon	(Figure	27);	Key	View	8	–	East	San	Luis	Rey	Canyon	(Figure	32);	and	Key	View	
9	–	Lower	Couser	Canyon	(Figure	33).		These	figures	are	contained	in	the	Gregory	Canyon	Visual	Impact	Analysis,	which	is	contained	
in	Appendix	D	of	this	EIS.	
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would	also	be	partially	visible	from	Medicine	Rock,	as	shown	in	Figure	4.1‐7,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
–	Views	from	Medicine	Rock.			

The	 landfill	would	be	 located	on	or	next	 to	 landscape	units	 that	have	high	or	moderate	visual	quality,	and	
high	 to	 moderate	 sensitivity	 to	 change.	 	 The	 landfill	 footprint	 would	 sharply	 contrast	 with	 the	 natural	
landforms	located	to	the	east,	south	and	west	of	the	site.	 	The	landfill	 footprint	would	exhibit	a	man‐made	
quality	and	would	not	appear	as	a	natural	feature.		The	overall	size	and	mass	of	the	landfill	footprint	would	
dominate	the	visual	scene,	although	the	adjacent	Gregory	Mountain	landform	would	still	be	superior.	 	 	The	
engineered	landfill	face	would	be	the	most	apparent	landform	impact	associated	with	the	landfill	operation.		
Because	this	 face	would	be	constructed	 in	phases,	 its	appearance	would	take	on	a	distinctive	age	 layering.		
With	the	implementation	of	design	features	DF	4.12‐2a	through	2g,	DF	4.13‐3,	and	DF	4.13‐4,	grading	of	the	
benches	and	 lifts	would	reduce	 landform	impacts.	 	Blending	of	created	 landforms	with	adjacent	 landforms	
can	be	achieved	by	manipulating	the	landform	to	resemble	or	meld	with	its	surroundings,	planting	to	create	
the	pattern	 resembling	 the	 adjacent	 vegetation	matrix	 and	 its	 colors,	 and	 incorporating	 boulders	 into	 the	
final	grades	to	create	the	rocky	texture	of	the	surrounding	hillsides.		Such	design	features	would	reduce	the	
extent	 of	 the	 landform	 impact;	 however,	 because	 of	 the	 size	 and	mass	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint,	 significant	
adverse	effects	would	occur	to	the	natural	landform	character.	

Borrow/Stockpile Areas A and B 

Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A,	which	would	be	approximately	22.4	acres	 in	size,	would	be	 located	 in	a	 canyon	
area	 near	 the	 western	 site	 boundary	 that	 is	 visible	 to	 residents	 in	 Rice	 and	 Couser	 Canyons,	 highway	
viewers,	 and	 visitors	 to	 the	west	 rim	of	Gregory	Mountain.	 	 The	maximum	elevation	 of	Borrow/Stockpile	
Area	A	would	be	500	feet	amsl,	which	would	be	approximately	100	feet	above	the	existing	topography	to	the	
north	 and	 south,	 approximately	 50	 feet	 above	 the	 existing	 grade	 to	 the	 east	 and	 approximately	 180	 feet	
above	the	lowest	point	to	the	west.6	 	Borrow/Stockpile	A	would	be	used	in	initial	construction,	then	closed	
and	revegetated	until	about	year	25.		Because	the	borrow/stockpile	area	would	result	in	a	substantial	mound	
that	would	be	unvegetated	while	 active,	 and	 the	overall	 size	 and	 form	of	 the	 stockpile	would	be	different	
from	 the	 adjacent	 area,	 and	 this	 area	 is	 highly	 visible	 from	 the	 locations	 cited	 above,	 it	 would	 have	 an	
adverse	effect	with	respect	to	natural	landform	character	during	the	construction	period	and	subsequent	to	
year	25	until	the	closure	of	the	landfill.			

Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	would	be	approximately	64.5	acres	in	size	and	would	be	located	immediately	to	the	
west	 of	 the	 southern	 portion	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 B	 would	 have	 two	 decks,	
ranging	in	height	from	about	940	to	1,020	amsl.		Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	would	range	from	60	to	120	feet	
above	existing	grades	to	the	north,	160	feet	above	existing	grades	to	the	west,	100	feet	above	existing	grades	
to	the	east	and	from	60	to	100	feet	above	existing	grades	to	the	south.7		For	borrow	purposes,	excavation	in	
the	designated	areas	would	be	a	maximum	of	150	feet	above	grade.		The	fill	would	be	placed	in	a	canyon	that	
has	a	natural	appearance.		This	canyon	area	is	highly	visible	to	highway	drivers	as	well	as	to	residents	in	Rice	
and	Couser	Canyons,	particularly	along	Couser	Road,	and	from	the	Gregory	Mountain	west	rim.	 	Landform	
character	impacts	would	be	more	extensive	for	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	than	for	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A,	
and	 as	with	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A,	 it	would	 result	 in	 a	 substantial	mound	 that	would	 be	 unvegetated	
while	active	and	different	in	size	and	form	from	the	adjacent	area.	
																																																													
6		 The	existing	grades	around	the	perimeter	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	range	from	about	320	to	400	feet.			
7		 The	existing	grades	around	the	perimeter	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	range	from	about	600	to	950	feet.			
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Both	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	 would	 result	 in	 substantial	 mounds	 and	 a	 wide	 excavation	 area.	 	 With	 the	
implementation	of	design	features,	including	landform	screening	with	major	tree	groupings	at	the	edges	of	
the	 borrow/stockpile	 areas;	 contouring	 of	 landforms	 with	 gentle	 grading	 and	 curvilinear	 shapes	 to	 help	
blend	 top	and	side	slopes	 in	with	 the	natural	 topography;	avoidance	of	 large,	undifferentiated,	 flat	 slopes;	
and		revegetation	after	initial	construction	(DF	4.13‐8a	through	14.13‐8c	and	DF	4.13‐9a	through	4.13‐9c),	
impacts	to	landform	character	would	not	be	adverse.					

Ancillary Facilities and Desilting Basins 

Visibility	of	 the	ancillary	 facilities	would	be	partially	obscured	by	the	area’s	natural	 landforms,	 including	a	
knoll	to	the	north	of	the	proposed	ancillary	facilities.		No	major	landform	changes	would	be	required	for	the	
development	 of	 ancillary	 facilities	 and,	 with	 the	 preservation	 of	 the	 knoll,	 development	 of	 the	 ancillary	
facilities	would	not	have	an	adverse	impact	on	the	area’s	landform	character.				The	eastern	desilting	basin,	
which	would	 be	 at	 a	 low	 elevation	 and	directly	 adjacent	 to	 the	 landfill	 footprint	would	have	 a	 low	visual	
prominence.	 	Grading	required	for	the	western	desilting	basin,	 located	adjacent	to	a	steep	slope,	would	be	
potentially	visible	from	SR	76.			However,	the	existing	knoll	north	of	the	ancillary	facilities	would	also	screen	
views	 of	 the	 western	 desilting	 basin,	 thereby	 precluding	 adverse	 impacts	 to	 the	 character	 of	 the	 area’s	
natural	 landform.	 	 Slopes	 associated	with	 the	 desilting	 basins	 (both	 upper	 cut	 slopes	 and	 lower	 berm	 fill	
slopes)	would	be	graded	 to	blend	 into	 the	adjacent	natural	 forms.	 	With	 the	preservation	of	 the	knoll,	 the	
vegetative	 screening,	 and	 blending	 of	 the	 graded	 slopes	 as	 design	 features,	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	
natural	landform	character	from	the	ancillary	facilities	and	desilting	basins	would	not	occur.	

Access Road and Bridge 

No	major	grading	is	proposed.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	landform	effects	are	anticipated.	

SDG&E Tower Relocation 

The	 eastward	 relocation	 of	 two	 existing	 SDG&E	 high	 tension	 power	 line	 towers	 and	 construction	 of	 one	
additional	high	 tension	power	 line	 tower	on	Gregory	Mountain	would	occur	approximately	10	years	after	
landfill	operation	begins,	when	the	landfill	surface	nears	the	approximate	location	of	the	towers.		The	towers	
would	not	encroach	above	the	Gregory	Mountain	ridgeline	and	would	not	affect	the	natural	character	of	the	
ridge.	 However,	 the	 construction	 of	 an	 access	 road	 and	 cut	 pads	 to	 accommodate	 the	 realignment	would	
affect	the	character	of	the	face	of	the	mountain.			Design	features,	which	include	sculpting	the	cut	face	of	the	
pads,	 retaining	 prominent	 rock	 outcrops,	 and	 placement	 of	 additional	 rock	 outcrops	 where	 they	 do	 not	
interfere	with	 the	 access	 and	maintenance	 requirements	 of	 the	 towers,	 would	 reduce	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	
relocation	with	respect	to	 landform	character.	 	 	With	the	 implementation	these	design	features,	significant	
adverse	effects	to	landform	character	would	not	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	associated	with	alteration	of	
natural	 landform	 character,	 even	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	 design	 features.	 	 No	 feasible	 mitigation	
measures	beyond	required	design	features	(DF	4.13‐1	through	DF	4.13‐12)	are	available	to	reduce	impacts.				
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Visual Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 clearly	 contrast	
with	the	existing	visual	elements	of	a	moderate	or	high	quality	landscape	assessment	unit.		This	contrast	must	
be	clearly	visible	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers	and	the	contrast	must	dominate	the	visual	scene	to	
the	point	where	the	character	and	quality	of	the	immediate	area	is	permanently	and	adversely	degraded.			

Impact	Statement	Gregory	AES‐2:		Components	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	including	the	
landfill	 footprint,	Borrow/Stockpile	Areas	A	and	B,	access	 road	and	bridge,	and	ancillary	 facilities	
would	 contrast	with	 the	 surrounding	natural	environment	 in	an	area	visible	 to	a	 large	number	of	
viewers.	 	With	 the	 incorporation	of	design	 features,	 adverse	but	not	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	
visual	quality	would	occur.			

Landfill Footprint 

The	 position	 of	 the	 landfill	 face	 with	 respect	 to	 residential	 viewer	 groups,	 the	 large	 number	 of	 viewers	
travelling	along	scenic	highway	SR	76,	and	visitors	to	Medicine	Rock	increases	the	sensitivity	of	the	site	with	
respect	 to	visual	quality.	 	 	As	 shown	 in	photo	 simulations,	 the	 landfill	 area	would	be	only	partially	visible	
from	Medicine	Rock,	but	visibility	would	increase	as	the	landfill	grows	in	size.	 	Drainpipes	from	the	landfill	
would	also	be	visible	 from	Medicine	Rock.	 	Therefore,	 the	 landfill	 footprint	would	be	 located	either	on	or	
adjacent	to	landscape	units	that	have	high	or	moderate	visual	quality	and	a	high	or	moderate	sensitivity	to	
change.	 	The	position	of	the	area’s	landscape	units8	relative	to	residential	viewer	groups,	highway	viewers,	
and	visitors	to	Medicine	Rock	would	increase	the	sensitivity	of	the	landfill	footprint’s	effect	on	visual	quality.		
The	 overall	 size,	 elevation,	 and	 form	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 would	 contrast	 with	 the	 visual	 setting.		
Therefore,	the	landfill	footprint	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	the	visual	quality	of	the	area.			

With	the	implementation	of	design	features,	visual	quality	impacts	would	be	reduced	through	the	planting	of	
major	tree	groupings	(using	transplanted	materials	where	appropriate),	as	well	as	revegetation	with	native	
plants	 and	 rock	 outcrop	 placement	 along	 the	 edges	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	Distinct	 views	 of	 the	 landfill	
footprint	would	be	available	through	openings	in	existing	vegetation	along	SR	76.	 	To	reduce	the	impact	of	
these	views,	all	on‐site	highway	 frontage	along	the	south	side	of	SR	76,	would	be	planted	with	a	screen	of	
native	or	 indigenous	 trees	 and	 shrub	 species	 that	 are	 a	minimum	of	20	 feet	 in	diameter.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	
applicant	would	explore	the	feasibility	of	obtaining	a	landscape	easement	along	SR	76	to	the	west	of	the	site	
on	the	adjacent	property	or	the	Caltrans	right‐of‐way.	 	The	easement,	 if	obtained,	would	be	planted	with	a	
screen	 of	 native	 or	 indigenous	 trees	 and	 shrub	 species	 to	 create	 a	 naturally	 landscaped	 transportation	
corridor	 similar	 to	 the	 screening	 on	 the	 alternative	 site	 and	 would	 provide	 screening	 of	 the	 landfill	 for	
drivers	traveling	west	along	SR	76	toward	the	site.		A	variety	of	integral	or	stained	natural	brown,	beige	or	
sand	 colors	would	 be	 used	 on	 the	 brow	ditches	 on	 the	 landfill	 face,	which	would	match	 the	 revegetation	
patch	and	soil	 color	of	 the	area	 traversed	by	 the	pipeline,	which	would	blend	 the	pipeline	and	 ridges	and	
reduce	contrast	as	viewed	from	Medicine	Rock	and	other	view	locations.		

																																																													
8		 Landscape	units	can	be	large	or	small	delineated	areas	that	possess	consistent	visual	elements	that	produce	a	unique	experience	for	

the	viewer.	Landscape	units	can	vary	greatly	 in	size,	but	even	 in	very	 large	 landscape	units,	the	visual	environment	should	exhibit	
consistent	visual	character.	
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Grading	would	include	a	transitional	blending	of	the	flat	landfill	face	along	the	bottom	and	perimeter	edges	
where	 it	 meets	 the	 existing	 terrain.	 	 Large	 boulders	 and	 trees	 would	 be	 placed	 to	 resemble	 the	 existing	
ribbon	of	oak	woodland	that	would	be	removed	by	the	landfill	 footprint.	 	The	alternative	would	place	tree	
groupings	 in	 groves	 below	 existing	 swales	 that	 contain	 oaks	 and	 sycamores.	 	 This	 extension	 of	 natural	
vegetation	communities	would	help	break	the	geometric	lines	of	the	landfill	footprint	and	would	help	blend	
the	landfill	face	with	the	surrounding	hillsides.	

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	stabilize	permanent	slopes	with	appropriate	native	plant	seed	
mix	and	container	stock	around	the	edges.	 	Where	phasing	may	result	in	changes	and/or	transitions	to	the	
slopes,	more	temporary	erosion	control	 techniques	could	be	utilized.	 	Painting	of	 the	structures,	pipelines,	
and	other	facilities	associated	with	surface	drainage,	subsurface	drainage,	and	methane	gas	control	to	fit	the	
local	color	environment	would	help	to	blend	these	features	into	the	background	of	the	traversed	areas.		On	
the	active	face	of	the	landfill,	any	slope	that	is	anticipated	to	remain	beyond	one	full	year	would	be	hydro‐
seeded	or	revegetated	taking	into	account	contrast,	color,	and	texture	of	 landscaping	so	that	the	landscape	
slope	could	blend	with	 the	 local	setting.	 	Landscaping	activities	would	be	designed	to	avoid	erosion	of	 the	
buried	fill	materials.			

The	 disturbance	 of	 the	 landfill	 face	 for	 any	 needed	 re‐contouring	 or	 to	 repair	 any	 surface	 cracking,	
settlement,	 and/or	 surficial	 slumping	 during	 operation	 or	 after	 closure	 could	 result	 in	 the	 removal	 of	
vegetation,	resulting	in	a	potential	visual	quality	impact.		If	the	landfill	face	were	disturbed,	the	area	would	
be	re‐contoured	to	match	the	approved	contours	and	the	area	would	be	immediately	revegetated	according	
to	the	approved	plant	palette.			Once	closure	of	the	landfill	is	achieved	and	final	cover	completed,	a	vegetative	
surface	cover	utilizing	native	plant	species	would	be	planted	and	maintained.		The	central	face	of	the	landfill	
would	 be	 planted	 with	 native	 grasses	 and	 other	 shallow	 rooted	 plants	 representative	 of	 the	 inland	 sage	
scrub	 plant	 community.	 	 The	 plantings	would	 be	 irrigated	 by	 a	 temporary	 above‐ground	 spray	 irrigation	
system	or	would	be	watered	by	hand	or	through	the	use	of	on‐site	water	trucks.		All	supplemental	irrigation	
would	be	removed	once	the	planting	has	completely	covered	the	landfill	face	and	was	established.			With	the	
implementation	of	 the	design	 features	described	 above,	 visual	 quality	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	 landfill	
footprint	would	be	reduced.	 	The	alternative	would	have	 	adverse	effects;	however,	 	no	significant	adverse	
impacts	would	occur.	

Borrow/Stockpile Areas A and B 

In	 the	 use	 of	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A,	 substantial	 quantities	 of	 fill	 would	 be	 placed	 in	 a	 canyon	 that	
currently	 has	 a	 natural	 appearance.	 	 This	 canyon	 is	 highly	 visible	 to	 drivers	 on	 SR	 76,	 a	 County	 scenic	
highway,	as	well	as	 residents	 in	Rice	and	Couser	Canyons.	 	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	and	B	would	also	be	
visible	from	the	West	Rim	location.			The	contrast	from	the	existing	visual	setting	would	be	considered	to	be	
high,	 although	 the	 visual	 quality	 of	 the	 landscape	 unit	 at	 Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	 is	 considered	 low	due	
primarily	to	the	disturbed	nature	of	the	area.		The	sensitivity	of	the	site	to	change	or	the	ability	of	the	site	to	
absorb	 change	 is	 considered	 to	 be	moderate,	 primarily	 due	 to	 its	 disturbed	nature.	 	 A	 significant	 adverse	
effect	from	Borrow/Stockpile	A	with	respect	to	visual	quality	would	occur.	

As	with	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A,	substantial	quantities	of	fill	for	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	would	be	located	
in	a	 canyon	 that	has	a	natural	 appearance	and	 is	highly	visible	 to	drivers	as	well	 as	 residents	 in	Rice	and	
Couser	 Canyons,	 especially	 along	Couser	 Canyon	Road,	 and	 from	Medicine	Rock.	 	 Because	 of	 the	 size	 and	
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form	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B,	 the	 contrast	with	 the	 existing	 visual	 setting	would	be	 high.	 	 The	 visual	
quality	of	this	landscape	unit	is	considered	to	be	moderate.		Because	of	the	sensitivity	of	viewers,	sensitivity	
to	 change	 is	 high	 and	 the	 ability	 of	 the	 site	 to	 absorb	 change	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 low.	 	 As	 with	
Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A,	a	significant	adverse	effect	 from	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	with	respect	to	visual	
quality	would	occur.	

Design	 features	would	address	 the	effects	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Areas	A	 and	B	on	visual	 resources.	 	These	
features	include	landform	screening,	including	major	tree	groupings,	which	would	be	planted	at	the	edges	of	
the	Borrow/Stockpile	Areas	A	and	B	to	help	block	the	views	of	the	area.			In	addition,	the	grading	plan	would	
include	 contouring	 of	 landforms	 to	 help	 blend	 the	 general	 forms	 of	 land	 masses	 on	 part	 of	 the	 lower	
stockpile	areas.	 	Gentle	grading	and	curvilinear	shapes	would	be	used	to	help	blend	top	and	side	slopes	in	
with	the	natural	topography.		Large,	undifferentiated,	flat	slopes	would	be	avoided.		After	initial	construction,	
Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	would	be	revegetated.		Contrast,	texture,	and	color	matching	would	be	achieved	in	
all	revegetation.		All	areas	would	be	replanted	with	native	plant	materials	that	would	decrease	the	amount	of	
value	and	color	contrast	with	surrounding	areas.			

With	regard	to	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B,	leading	edge	landforms	would	be	created	within	the	first	two	years	
of	the	creation	of	the	borrow/stockpile	to	help	block	the	views	of	its	working	face.		If	the	borrow/stockpile	
landform	were	to	remain	beyond	one	full	year,	the	area	would	be	hydroseeded	or	other	revegetation	efforts	
undertaken.	 	 Temporary	 revegetation	 of	 slopes	 would	 reduce	 contrast,	 insofar	 as	 the	 proper	 colors	 and	
textures	are	utilized	 in	 the	plant	 selection	process.	 	With	 the	 implementation	of	design	 features	described	
above,	Borrow/Stockpile	Areas	A	and	B	would	be	adverse,	but	not	significant.	

Ancillary Facilities, Desilting Basin, Extractions Structures and Pipes 

Moderate	 contrast	 ratings	 associated	with	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 and	other	 structures	would	 occur	 at	 key	
viewpoints	3,	5,	6,	7,	and	8,	illustrated	in	Figures	4.1‐2	and	4.1‐3	(east‐	and	westbound	SR	76)	and	in	Figure	
26	 (Central	 San	Luis	Rey	Canyon),	Figure	31	 (North	Hillside	Viewshed),	 and	Figure	32	 (East	San	Luis	Rey	
Canyon)	in	the	Gregory	Canyon	Impact	Analysis	(see	Appendix	D	of	the	EIS).	 	Ancillary	facilities,	as	well	as	
methane	 extraction	 structures,	 pipes,	 and	 the	 western	 desilting	 basin,	 would	 contrast	 with	 the	 natural	
setting	and	would	be	visible	to	many	of	the	SR	76	viewers.			Construction	grading	would	be	highly	visible	to	
SR	 76	 viewers.	 	 Because	 of	 the	 lower	 elevation	 of	 these	 facilities,	 their	 prominence	 is	 not	 as	 great	 as	 the	
landfill	 footprint.	 	However,	because	 these	 facilities	do	not	appear	 to	be	part	of	 the	natural	or	agricultural	
character	of	 the	area,	 they	would	contrast	and	be	visible	 to	many	SR	76	viewers.	 	As	a	design	 feature,	 the	
existing	knoll	 to	 the	north	of	 the	ancillary	 facilities	would	be	retained	 to	help	screen	views	of	most	of	 the	
support	 facilities.	 	 Under	 the	 Conceptual	 Landscape	 Plan	 (refer	 to	 Chapter	 3,	 Description	 of	 Alternatives,	
Figure	3‐15,	of	the	EIS)	areas	adjacent	to	the	water	tank	and	ancillary	facilities	would	be	planted	with	major	
tree	groupings	to	screen	facilities.			In	addition,	rock	outcrops	would	be	placed	on	slopes	around	the	ancillary	
facilities,	 pipes,	 and	miscellaneous	 structures	would	 be	 painted	 and	 building	materials	would	 be	 selected	
that	fit	into	the	local	color	environment.		Landscaping	would	be	used	to	screen	the	grading	for	the	western	
desilting	basin.		Structures	would	be	designed	to	match	adjacent	textures.			With	the	incorporation	of	these	
design	features,	the	visual	quality	impact	associated	with	development	of	these	facilities	would	be	reduced.		
The	alternative	would	have	adverse	effects;	however,	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.	
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Access Road and Bridge 

The	entry	road	leading	from	SR	76	to	the	bridge	would	be	seen	from	a	limited	area	of	the	viewshed,	including	
SR	 76.	 	 	 The	 removal	 of	 several	 abandoned	 dairy	 structures	 and	 livestock	 pens	 and	 vacated	 residential	
structures	 along	SR	76	would	 improve	 the	 visual	quality	of	 this	 area.	 	No	 significant	 grading	 is	proposed;	
however,	an	adverse	effect	to	visual	quality	would	result	from	the	access	road	on	the	south	side	of	the	bridge,	
leading	to	the	ancillary	facilities.	 	Slopes	created	by	the	access	road	construction	to	connect	SR	76	with	the	
ancillary	facilities	would	be	permanent.		Design	features	require	the	excavation	of	the	bridge	and	access	road	
in	 accordance	 with	 the	 landscape	 plan.	 	 Replanting	 of	 large	 riparian	 trees	 along	 the	 riparian	 understory	
would	screen	the	access	road	and	bridge;	retention	of	existing	trees	and	shrubs	along	SR	76,	installation	of	a	
20‐foot	 wide	 screen	 of	 native	 or	 indigenous	 trees	 along	 the	 south	 side	 of	 SR	 76,	 and	 placement	 of	 rock	
outcrops	removed	from	the	landfill	footprint	around	the	ancillary	facilities	area	would	screen	or	soften	and	
blend	 bridge	 and	 access	 road,	 thereby,	 reducing	 contrast	 with	 the	 natural	 environment.	 	 With	 the	
incorporation	of	design	features,	the	impact	to	visual	quality	would	be	adverse,	but	not	significant.			

SDG&E Tower Relocation 

As	shown	in	Figure	4.1‐2	(Eastbound	SR	76),	the	existing	mountain	creates	a	backdrop	for	the	SDG&E	towers	
and	the	lines	are	not	visible.		As	under	existing	conditions,	the	relocated	towers	would	be	difficult	to	detect	
from	one	to	three	miles,	and	would	not	be	visible	beyond	three	miles	(under	clear	atmospheric	conditions).		
Because	of	 the	minor	visibility,	 significant	adverse	visual	quality	 impacts	associated	with	 the	relocation	of	
the	two	towers	and	addition	of	one	tower	would	not	occur.			

The	maintenance	 road	 and	 graded	 pads	 associated	with	 the	 relocated	 SDG&E	 towers	would	 be	 generally	
more	 visible	 than	 the	 towers	 themselves.	 	 A	 new	 access	 road	 to	 these	 towers	would	 be	 required,	 though	
eventually	 the	 upper	 top	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	would	 be	 used	 for	 access.	 	 An	 area	 of	 grading	would	be	
required	 to	 create	 the	 three	 future	 pads.	 	 Because	 of	 the	 elevation	 of	 the	 pads,	 the	 number	 of	 highway	
viewers	that	would	see	the	pad	and	the	massive	size	of	the	cuts,	this	portion	of	the	tower	realignment	would	
have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	the	visual	quality	of	the	area.			However,	design	features	to	reduce	visual	
quality	 impacts	 include	 continued	 coordination	 between	 SDG&E	 and	 the	 applicant	 to	 reduce	 the	 actual	
footprint	needed	for	the	towers,	to	the	extent	feasible.		When	comparing	the	existing	pads	that	support	the	
towers,	the	needed	area	is	less	than	ten	percent	of	the	size	of	the	proposed	pads.		In	addition,	design	features	
require	the	permanent	revegetation	of	related	cut	slopes	and	landform	grading	techniques	to	blend	the	pads	
in	with	adjacent	landforms.			The	cut	face	of	the	pads	would	be	sculpted	to	allow	rock	outcrops	to	remain	and	
be	prominent.	 	Additional	rock	outcrops	would	be	placed	where	they	do	not	 interfere	with	the	access	and	
maintenance	 requirements	of	 the	 towers.	 	With	 the	design	 features,	 impacts	 to	 visual	 resources	would	be	
adverse,	but	not	significant.		

First San Diego Aqueduct Relocation Option  

The	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	relocation	would	require	 the	clearance	of	vegetation	along	a	150‐foot	wide,	
500‐foot	long	swath	running	up	the	face	of	the	hill	directly	west	of	the	landfill	footprint.				This	disturbance	
would	be	visually	evident	 for	 five	to	 ten	years	after	the	completion	of	 the	relocation	of	 the	aqueduct,	after	
which	time	the	exposed	soil	would	be	revegetated	by	natural	plant	materials.		The	12‐foot	wide	access	road	
servicing	the	aqueduct	would	be	visible	for	an	indefinite	time.			Ultimately,	the	visibility	of	the	road	would	be	
similar	 to	 the	visibility	of	 the	existing	easement	and	associated	access	 road.	 	While	 the	visual	disturbance	
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from	the	pipe	realignment	would	be	temporary,	the	access	road	would	be	considered	a	visual	quality	impact.		
With	the	design	features,	which	include	landform	grading,	revegetation,	color	and	texture	matching	between	
the	 structures	 and	 vegetation,	 and	 designing	 portals	 and	 air	 vents	 to	 blend	 in	with	 the	 landscape,	 visual	
quality	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 relocation	 of	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 option	 would	 result	 in	
significant	adverse	effects.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	visual	
quality.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

Visual Resources  

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	the	loss	or	
adverse	degradation	of	a	substantial	amount	of	the	physical	resources	that	make	up	the	local	visual	character.		
These	 physical	 resources	 include	 vegetation,	 rock	 structures,	 naturally	 appearing	 water,	 structures,	 or	
landforms	 that	make	 up	 the	 individual	 visual	 resources	 and	 contribute	 to	 the	 character	 of	 the	 landscape	
assessment	unit.			

Impact	Statement	Gregory	AES‐3:	 	Components	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	particularly	
the	landfill	footprint	and	the	bridge	would	require	the	removal	of	natural	vegetation,	boulders,	and	
other	natural	features	that	make	up	local	visual	character.		With	the	incorporation	of	design	features,	
the	alternative	would	be	adverse,	but	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

Landfill Footprint 

Visual	resources	such	as	oak	trees,	native	vegetation	and	rock	outcrops	would	be	removed	in	the	canyon	as	a	
result	of	the	development	of	the	landfill	footprint.		The	visibility	of	the	area	is	high	enough	so	that	the	loss	of	
these	visual	resources	would	be	noticeable	to	adjacent	residents	to	the	west,	from	SR	76,	and	from	the	west	
rim	 of	 Gregory	 Mountain.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 landfill	 would	 have	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 on	 the	 visual	
resources	of	the	area.	

Revegetation	 areas	 would	 occur	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 implementation	 of	 design	 features.	 	 Also,	 major	 tree	
groupings	and	transplants	as	well	as	native	revegetation	and	rock	outcrop	placement	would	be	completed	
along	 the	 edges	 of	 the	 landfill.	 	 Large	 boulders	 and	 trees	 could	 be	 placed	 to	 resemble	 the	 ribbon	 of	 oak	
woodland	impacted	by	the	landfill	and	tree	groupings	could	be	placed	in	groves	below	existing	swales	that	
contain	 oaks	 and	 sycamores.	 	 After	 closure,	 all	 final	 faces	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 be	 planted	 with	 native	
vegetation,	which	include	a	mixture	of	native	grasses	and	plants.		The	revegetation	would	take	into	account	
the	 contrast,	 color,	 and	 texture	of	 the	 surrounding	environment	 so	 that	 it	 can	blend	 into	 the	 local	 setting.			
Existing	 trees	and	shrubs	along	SR	76	would	be	retained	and	supplemented	by	 like	species	and	other	 fast	
growing	 trees	 to	 create	 a	 naturally	 landscaped	 transportation	 corridor	 through	 the	 property,	 where	
appropriate	to	screen	the	landfill.	 	The	replacement	of	visual	resources	such	as	mature	trees	and	oak	trees	
and	rock	outcrops,	 in	addition	 to	screening	 from	view	 from	SR	76	would	reduce	 the	 impact	of	 the	 landfill	
footprint	on	visual	resources.			With	the	implementation	of	the	design	features,	the	visual	resource	effects	of	
the	landfill	would	be	adverse,	but	would	not	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect.			
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Borrow/Stockpile Areas A and B 

The	quality	of	visual	resources	of	the	landscape	unit	at	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	is	considered	low	because	
the	area	is	disturbed.		Native	vegetation	is	missing	from	the	top,	sides	and	bottom	of	the	landscape	unit	and	
the	 immediate	 area	primarily	 contains	 invasive	weed	 species.	 	The	 lower	 elevations	of	 the	 landscape	unit	
were	previously	planted	with	field	crops	that	supported	former	dairy	operations.			As	with	Borrow/Stockpile	
Area	A,	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	does	not	 contain	 substantial	 areas	of	natural	 vegetation,	 important	 rock	
outcrops	or	other	visual	resources.	 	Therefore,	the	development	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Areas	A	and	B	would	
not	 result	 in	 the	 loss	of	 important	 visual	 resources.	 	 Significant	 adverse	 visual	 resource	effects	would	not	
occur.		

Ancillary Facilities 

The	ancillary	facilities	would	be	developed	in	an	area	that	has	been	disturbed	by	prior	farming	operations	
and	grazing.		Because	the	development	of	ancillary	facilities	would	not	result	in	the	loss	of	important	visual	
resources	(such	as	rock	outcroppings,	oak	trees,	or	native	vegetation),	significant	adverse	visual	resources	
effects	attributed	to	ancillary	facilities	would	not	occur.		

Access Road and Bridge 

The	bridge	construction	and	excavation	of	the	river	channel	would	result	in	the	loss	of	major	riparian	trees,	
which	would	 adversely	 impact	 visual	 resources.	 	 However,	 large	 riparian	 trees	 along	with	 the	 associated	
understory	found	within	the	riparian	zone	would	be	planted	along	the	access	road	and	bridge	to	screen	the	
components	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 landscape	 plan.	 	 Landscaping	 would	 be	 installed	 immediately	 after	
completion	 of	 the	 access	 road	 and	 bridge.	 	 Therefore,	 with	 these	 design	 features,	 visual	 resource	 effects	
associated	with	the	access	road	and	bridge	would	be	adverse,	but	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.		

SDG&E Tower Relocation 

The	SDG&E	 tower	 relocation	would	occur	along	 the	 face	of	Gregory	Mountain	 in	an	area	distinguished	by	
natural	 outcroppings	 and	 boulders.	 	 Although	 a	 large	 graded	 area	would	 result	 from	 the	 development	 of	
three	future	pads	for	the	towers,	the	cut	face	of	the	pads	and	graded	areas	would	be	sculpted	to	allow	rock	
outcrops	to	remain	and	be	prominent.		Additional	rock	outcrops	would	be	placed	where	they	do	not	interfere	
with	the	access	and	maintenance	requirements	of	the	towers.		Therefore,	with	the	implementation	of	design	
features,	significant	adverse	effects	to	visual	resources	would	not	occur.				

First San Diego Aqueduct Relocation Option  

The	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	relocation	option	would	require	the	clearance	of	native	vegetation	and	would	
result	 in	potentially	adverse	impacts	on	this	visual	resource	(the	hill).	 	Design	features,	 in	which	disturbed	
areas	would	be	graded	to	blend	the	area	with	the	existing	landform,	revegetation	with	native	species,	and	the	
blending	of	the	aqueduct	portals	and	air	vents	with	the	landscape	would	be	implemented	in	association	with	
development	of	this	option.		With	the	implementation	of	these	design	features,	significant	adverse	effects	to	
visual	resources	would	not	occur.		
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Mitigation Measures 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	 result	 in	 significant	adverse	effects	with	respect	 to	visual	
resources.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

View Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	highly	contrast	and	
dominate	the	viewing	scene	to	the	point	where	the	view	scene	quality	is	substantially	degraded.	The	alternative	
would	block	a	substantial	percentage	of	an	existing	view	corridor	of	a	regionally	or	subregionally	 important	
view	scene,	or	prevent	the	physical	or	visual	access	to	a	viewing	point	from	which	the	viewing	scene	can	be	seen.			

Impact	Statement	Gregory	AES‐4:		Particular	portions	of	the	landfill	face	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	would	be	visible	within	broad	vistas	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	Valley.			However,	the	face	of	the	
landfill	would	not	be	large	enough	to	dominate	the	entire	valley,	block	horizon	views,	or	block	views	
of	 the	crest	of	Gregory	Mountain.	 	Other	components	would	not	block	or	dominate	broad	vistas	or	
view	corridors	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	Valley.	 	 	The	landfill	would	have	an	adverse,	but	not	a	significant	
adverse	effect	on	view	quality.	 

Landfill Footprint 

The	landfill	footprint	would	noticeably	alter	the	character	of	the	visual	scene.		Though	the	landfill	would	not	
block	any	views	of	regionally	or	subregionally	significant	view	scenes,	it	would	be	located	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	
Valley,	which	is	considered	to	be	a	subregionally	significant	view	scene.		Because	of	the	size	of	the	footprint,	
the	landfill	has	the	ability	to	change	the	view	quality	in	a	large	portion	of	the	valley.			However,	as	illustrated	
in	Figures	25	 through	34	 in	 the	1998	Visual	 Impact	Analysis	 (refer	 to	Appendix	D	of	 the	EIS),	 the	 landfill	
would	not	dominate	the	visual	scene	of	the	entire	valley	to	the	point	where	the	view	scene	quality	would	be	
substantially	degraded.		The	broadest	visibility	of	the	site	within	the	context	of	the	valley	would	be	generally	
from	the	north.	 	As	shown	 in	Figure	4.1‐4	 (view	of	Gregory	Canyon	site	 from	Rice	Canyon)	and	Figure	31	
(North	Hillside	Viewshed)	in	the	1998	report,	although	the	landfill	face	would	be	visible	from	the	north,	the	
height	of	 the	 landfill	would	be	below	 the	height	of	Gregory	Mountain	 and	would	not	block	broad	horizon	
views	 of	 Gregory	 Mountain	 or	 of	 the	 San	 Luis	 Valley.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 would	 be	 much	
smaller	 in	 size	when	 compared	with	 the	 overall	 size	 of	 Gregory	Mountain.	 	 Therefore,	 Gregory	Mountain	
would	continue	to	dominate	the	view	of	the	valley	from	the	north.			

As	shown	in	Figures	4.1‐5	and	4.1‐6	(views	from	eastbound	and	westbound	SR	76)	and	Figure	4.1‐6	(view	
from	west	 rim),	 	 the	 nearest	 views	 of	 the	 landfill	 face	would	 be	 from	SR	76	 and	 the	west	 rim	of	 Gregory	
Mountain.	 	While	 the	 landfill	 face	would	be	visible	 from	SR	76,	particularly	when	traveling	eastbound,	 the	
visibility	would	be	limited	to	a	brief	duration	because	of	vehicle	speed,	as	well	as	the	varied	topography	of	
the	area.		The	landfill	mass	would	not	block	views	of	the	crest	of	Gregory	Mountain	or	any	broad	views	of	the	
San	Luis	Valley	from	SR	76.	 	As	illustrated	in	the	figures,	views	across	the	landfill	footprint	from	the	south,	
west	 and	 east	 would	 be	 limited	 or	 blocked	 by	 the	 varied	 topography	 and	 vegetation	 present	 within	 the	
valley.		Because	the	landfill	face	would	be	visible	in	the	broad	vista	of	the	San	Luis	Ray	Valley,	it	would	have	
an	adverse	impact.			However,	the	landfill	mass	would	not	block	any	scenic	vistas	of	the	Valley.		In	addition,	
the	 incorporation	 of	 design	 features,	 which	would	 require	 a	 transitional	 blending	 of	 the	 flat	 landfill	 face	
along	 the	 perimeter	 edges	 where	 it	 meets	 the	 existing	 terrain,	 placement	 of	 large	 boulders	 and	 trees	 to	
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resemble	 the	 ribbon	of	oak	woodland	 impacted	by	 the	 landfill,	 and	placement	of	 tree	groupings	 in	groves	
below	existing	swales	that	contain	oaks	and	sycamores,	would	help	break	the	geometric	lines	of	the	landfill	
footprint	 and	 blend	 the	 face	 of	 the	 landfill	 with	 the	 surrounding	 hillsides.	 	 	 With	 the	 implementation	 of	
design	features,	 impacts	to	view	quality	would	be	reduced.	 	Impacts	with	respect	to	view	quality	would	be	
adverse,	but	not	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect.		

Other Elements of the Applicant’s Proposed Alternative 

The	Borrow/Stockpile	Areas	A	and	B,	ancillary	facilities,	the	access	road	and	bridge,	the	SDG&E	Towers,	and	
the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 relocation	 option	 would	 not	 block	 views	 of	 any	 local	 or	 subregionally	
significant	 scenes	or	 view	 corridors.	Therefore,	 view	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 these	 components	would	not	
result	in	significant	adverse	effects.				

Mitigation Measures 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	but	not	significant	adverse	effect	on	views	or	
view	corridors.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

Neighborhood Character 

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 prevent	 the	
attainment	 of	 a	 design	 or	 other	 aesthetic	 goal	 that	 is	 part	 of	 an	 adopted	 community	 plan	 or	 other	 County	
approved	document.	 	This	visual	 character	 type	 is	determined	by	 line,	 form,	 color,	 contrast,	 texture,	 cultural	
features,	scale	and	other	elements	that	contribute	to	the	character	of	the	neighborhood	and	that	are	identified	
as	important	to	the	community.		

Impact	Statement	Gregory	AES‐5:		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	be	fully	consistent	
with	goals	of	the	Pala‐Pauma	Community	Plan,	Fallbrook	Community	Plan,	and	County	General	Plan	
to	preserve	the	character	of	the	neighborhood.	 	However,	with	the	incorporation	of	design	features	
the	effects	on	neighborhood	character	would	be	reduced.	 	This	alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	
but	not	significant	adverse	effect	on	community	character.		

The	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property	 is	 located	 in	 unincorporated	 San	 Diego	 County	 primarily	 within	 the	 Pala‐
Pauma	 Valley	 Community	 Plan	 area	 with	 the	 northwest	 section	 of	 the	 property	 located	 in	 the	 Fallbrook	
Community	Plan	area.		The	Pala‐Pauma	Valley	Community	Plan	includes	policies	that	support	conservation	
of	 sensitive	 habitats,	 agricultural	 cropland,	 and	protection	 of	 biological	 resources	 on	Mount	Gregory9	 that	
relate	to	the	character	of	the	site	(refer	to	Appendix	J,	General	Plan	Comparison	Table,	of	the	EIS).		Although	
activities	associated	with	the	landfill	(truck	traffic,	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill)	would	not	be	
consistent	 with	 objectives	 specific	 to	 preservation	 of	 all	 of	 Gregory	 Mountain’s	 biological	 resources,	 the	
alternative	would	mitigate	impacts	to	biological	resources	(see	Section	4.4,	Biological	Resources,	of	this	EIS).		
The	alternative	would	be	consistent	with	the	character	of	Pala‐Pauma’s	mix	of	farming	and	industrial	uses,	
such	 as	 the	 privately‐operated	 power	 generating	 plant	 across	 SR	 76	 from	 the	 site,	 former	 gravel	mining	
operations	adjacent	to	the	site,	 the	Rosemary’s	Mountain	Quarry	on	SR	76	 just	 to	the	west	of	Rice	Canyon	
Road,	and	the	casino	located	to	the	east	of	the	Gregory	Mountain.			Also,	because	the	area	is	also	not	entirely	
																																																													
9		 Gregory	Mountain	is	referred	to	as	Mount	Gregory	in	the	Community	Plan.	
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rural	or	pristine	in	character,	the	alternative	would	not	be	inconsistent	with	objectives	of	the	General	Plan	
with	respect	to	rural	character.		The	alternative	would	be	consistent	with	the	General	Plan	designation	of	the	
site	as	Public/Semi‐Public	Land	(Solid	Waste	Facility).		Although	the	effect	on	biological	resources	would	be	
adverse,	 because	 impacts	 to	 these	 resources	 would	 be	 mitigated	 and	 because	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 Subregional	 Plan	 designation,	 it	 would	 not	 have	 a	 significant	
adverse	effect.			

The	Fallbrook	Community	Plan	has	specific	objectives	to	protect	“rural	charm”	that	would	also	apply	to	the	
aesthetic	 character	 of	 the	 alternative.	 	 However,	 the	 section	 of	 the	 property	 located	within	 the	 Fallbrook	
Community	 Plan	 is	 north	 of	 SR	 76	 and	would	 be	maintained	 as	 permanent	 open	 space.	 	 The	 alternative	
would	have	no	adverse	effects	with	respect	to	applicable	policies	of	the	Fallbrook	Community	Plan.				

As	 described	 in	 Section	 4.10,	 Land	 Use	 and	 Planning,	 of	 this	 EIS,	 the	 General	 Plan	 also	 contains	 several	
aesthetic	 goals	 and	 policies,	 including	 preservation	 of	 scenic	 resources,	 scenic	 highways,	 preservation	 of	
ridgelines	 and	 hillsides,	 and	 dark	 skies,	 with	 which	 the	 alternative	 would	 be	 substantially	 consistent.		
Although	adverse,	the	landform	created	by	the	landfill	prism	would	not	break	the	ridgeline	as	viewed	from	
SR	 76	 (a	 scenic	 highway)	 and	 impacts	 to	 visual	 character,	 visual	 resources,	 and	 views	would	 be	 reduced	
through	the	implementation	of	design	features.		Although	the	effect	with	respect	to	these	resources	would	be	
adverse,	with	 implementation	of	design	 features	and	because	the	alternative	would	be	consistent	with	 the	
mixed	 character	 of	 the	 area,	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 with	 respect	 to	 community	 character	 would	 not	
occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	be	substantially	consistent	with	the	policies	of	the	General	Plan	
and	applicable	Pala‐Pauma	Subregional	Plan	and	would	not	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	
these	plans.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

Dark Skies 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	would	create	a	new	source	of	substantial	
light	or	glare	that	would	adversely	affect	nighttime	views	in	the	area.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	AES‐6:			With	primary	operations	during	daytime	hours,	lighting	would	be	
limited	to	security	 lighting	within	the	ancillary	facilities	area.	 	 	No	 illuminated	signage,	building,	or	
landscape	 lighting	would	 be	 implemented.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 alternative	would	 be	 consistent	with	
County’s	Light	Pollution	Code	which	requires	shielding	and	downward	direction	of	exterior	lighting.			
Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	with	respect	to	dark	skies	impacts	would	occur.						

All	artificial	 lighting,	 including	street	 lighting,	 security	 lighting,	decorative	and	 landscape	 lighting,	building	
lighting	(including	residential,	commercial,	and	industrial),	and	site	lighting	contributes	to	skyglow.		Lighting	
of	vertical	 surfaces	 such	 signs,	buildings,	 and	 landscaping	contribute	 to	 skyglow	because	 the	 light	 is	often	
emitted	upward	into	the	atmosphere,	resulting	in	uplight	and	ultimately	increased	skyglow.			
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Under	the	San	Diego	County	General	Plan,	a	15‐mile	buffer	around	the	observatory,	referred	to	as	Zone	A,	is	
considered	 the	area	most	 critical	 for	 the	minimization	of	 light	pollution.	 	The	Gregory	Canyon	property	 is	
located	approximately	13	miles	from	the	Palomar	Observatory,	within	Zone	A.	 	 	Except	for	winter	months,	
when	some	trucks	would	arrive	during	early	nightfall	 (late	afternoon),	 the	alternative	would	be	a	daytime	
operation	 and	 would	 not	 involve	 nighttime	 vehicle	 access	 or	 nighttime	 operations.	 	 Lighting	 would	 be	
required	 for	 security	 purposes	 within	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area.	 	 	 However,	 the	 alternative	 would	 not	
require	or	use	any	illuminated	signage,	landscape	lighting,	or	upward	building	lighting.		

In	 addition,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 be	 required	 to	 comply	 with	 the	 County’s	 Light	
Pollution	Ordinance	(Code	Section	59.101),	which	establishes	lamp	and	shielding	requirements	and	hours	of	
operation	 standards	 that	 have	been	 determined	 to	 effectively	 reduce	 impacts	 on	dark	 skies.	 	 Because	 the	
alternative	would	primarily	be	a	daytime	operation	and	would	be	consistent	with	the	Code	Section	59.101,	it	
would	not	result	in	an	adverse	effect	on	nighttime	views.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 not	 cause	 significant	 adverse	 changes	 in	 night	 lighting	
conditions.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

4.1.4  NO FEDERAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.1.4.1  Affected Environment  

The	affected	environment	would	be	generally	the	same	as	the	existing	environment	of	the	Gregory	Canyon	
property	described	above.		Although	some	areas	within	the	Gregory	Canyon	property	have	been	degraded	by	
former	agricultural	operations,	a	 large	portion	of	 the	property	supports	native	plant	species	 including	oak	
trees,	 riparian	 vegetation,	 and	 other	 native	 vegetation.	 	 Gregory	 Mountain,	 which	 forms	 the	 easterly	
backdrop	 of	 the	 site,	 is	 characterized	 by	 a	 broad	 variety	 of	 rock	 outcrops	 and	 sparser	 native	 vegetation,	
typical	of	northern	San	Diego	County.		An	SDG&E	high	power	transmission	line	crosses	the	west	flank	of	the	
mountain,	which	breaks	up	the	pristine	continuity	of	the	hillside.				

4.1.4.2  Design Features  

The	Gregory	Canyon	property	would	be	preserved	as	permanent	open	space.			

4.1.4.3  Environmental Consequences 

Landform Character	

Criterion:	 	 	 	 An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	
permanent	adverse	change	 in	the	natural	 landform	character	of	a	scenic	area.	 	This	change	must	not	only	be	
noticeable	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers,	but	the	contrast	must	dominate	other	adjacent	landforms.			

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AES‐1:	 	 	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	result	 in	the	
implementation	of	a	conservation	bank.		Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	
with	respect	to	this	criterion.			
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The	No	 Federal	 Action	Alternative	would	 not	 require	 substantial	 grading	 or	 other	 alteration	 of	 landform.			
The	property	would	be	used	as	a	conservation	bank	and	would	therefore,	remain	as	open	space.	 	 	Because	
existing	 landforms	would	 not	 be	 altered	within	 a	 permanent	 conservation	 area,	 no	 adverse	 impacts	with	
respect	to	landform	character	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	No	 Federal	 Action	Alternative	would	 not	 result	 in	 any	 impacts	 to	 landform	 character.	 	 No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.			

Visual Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 clearly	 contrast	
with	the	existing	visual	elements	of	a	moderate	or	high	quality	landscape	assessment	unit.		This	contrast	must	
be	clearly	visible	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers	and	the	contrast	must	dominate	the	visual	scene	to	
the	point	where	the	character	and	quality	of	the	immediate	area	is	permanently	and	significant	degraded.					

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AES‐2:		No	change	in	existing	conditions	that	would	contrast	with	
existing	visual	elements	would	occur.			This	alternative	would	have	no	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	
visual	quality.			

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	maintain	 the	property	as	open	space	and	with	the	site	used	as	a	
conservation	 bank,	 native	 vegetation	 would	 be	 restored	 in	 formerly	 grazed	 and	 farmed	 sections	 of	 the	
property.	 	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	does	not	anticipate	any	features	that	would	contrast	with	the	
property’s	existing	visual	elements	or	cause	the	loss	or	degradation	of	the	physical	resources	that	make	up	
the	 local	 visual	 character.	 	 	Therefore,	 the	alternative	would	have	no	adverse	effect	with	 respect	 to	visual	
quality.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	 result	 in	an	adverse	 impact	on	visual	quality.	 	No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.			

Visual Resources   

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	the	loss	or	
adverse	degradation	of	a	substantial	amount	of	the	physical	resources	that	make	up	the	local	visual	character.		
These	 physical	 resources	 include	 vegetation,	 rock	 structures,	 naturally	 appearing	 water,	 structures,	 or	
landforms	 that	make	 up	 the	 individual	 visual	 resources	 and	 contribute	 to	 the	 character	 of	 the	 landscape	
assessment	unit.			

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AES‐3:		No	change	in	existing	conditions	that	would	contrast	with	
existing	visual	elements	would	occur.		The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	
effect	with	respect	to	visual	resources.			
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The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	maintain	the	property	as	permanent	open	space	and	with	the	site	
used	as	a	conservation	bank,	native	vegetation	would	be	restored	in	formerly	grazed	and	farmed	sections	of	
the	 property.	 	 	 The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 does	 not	 anticipate	 any	 features	 that	 would	 cause	 the	
degradation	of	physical	resources	that	make	up	the	site’s	aesthetic	character.			As	such,	no	adverse	impacts	
on	visual	resources	would	occur.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	on	to	visual	resources.	 	No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.			

View Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	highly	contrast	and	
dominate	the	viewing	scene	to	the	point	where	the	view	scene	quality	is	substantially	degraded.	The	alternative	
would	block	a	substantial	percentage	of	an	existing	view	corridor	of	a	regionally	or	subregionally	 important	
view	scene,	or	prevent	the	physical	or	visual	access	to	a	viewing	point	from	which	the	viewing	scene	can	be	seen.			

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AES‐4:	 	 	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	obstruct	
views	or	change	long‐range	or	ridgeline	views	in	the	area.		Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	have	
an	adverse	effect.		

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	maintain	 the	property	as	open	space	and	with	the	site	used	as	a	
conservation	 bank,	 native	 vegetation	 would	 be	 restored	 in	 formerly	 grazed	 and	 farmed	 sections	 of	 the	
property.		The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	does	not	anticipate	any	features	that	would	block	or	dominate	
vistas	 or	 view	 corridors	 of	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 Valley	 or	 other	 subregionally	 important	 view	 scene.	 	 This	
alternative	would	not	prevent	physical	or	visual	access	to	a	viewing	point	from	which	the	viewing	scene	can	
be	seen.		Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	impact	with	respect	to	visual	character.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	on	view	quality.		No	mitigation	measures	
are	proposed.			

Neighborhood Character 

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 prevent	 the	
attainment	 of	 a	 design	 or	 other	 aesthetic	 goal	 that	 is	 part	 of	 an	 adopted	 community	 plan	 or	 other	 County	
approved	document.	 	This	visual	 character	 type	 is	determined	by	 line,	 form,	 color,	 contrast,	 texture,	 cultural	
features,	scale	and	other	elements	that	contribute	to	the	character	of	the	neighborhood	and	that	are	identified	
as	important	to	the	community.		

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AES‐5:		The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	include	any	
new	 development	 and,	 thus,	 would	 not	 have	 an	 adverse	 effect	 with	 respect	 to	 neighborhood	
character.	
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	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	maintain	the	property	as	open	space	and	with	the	site	used	as	a	
conservation	 bank,	 native	 vegetation	 would	 be	 restored	 in	 formerly	 grazed	 and	 farmed	 sections	 of	 the	
property.	 	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	does	not	anticipate	any	 features	 that	would	conflict	with	 the	
policies	of	the	local	Community	Plan,	or	the	goals	of	General	Plan	with	respect	aesthetic	objectives.			As	such,	
the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	GOAL	COS‐11	to	preserve	scenic	resources,	GOAL	
COS‐12	to	preserve	ridgelines	and	hillsides,	and	GOAL	COS‐13	to	preserve	dark	skies.		The	relationship	of	the	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	to	these	goals	is	evaluated	in	Appendix	J,	General	Plan	Consistency	Analysis,	of	
this	 EIS.	 	 Therefore,	 this	 alternative	 would	 not	 have	 an	 adverse	 effect	 with	 respect	 to	 neighborhood	
character.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	have	not	have	an	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	the	policies	of	Pala‐
Pauma	Subregional	Plan.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

Dark Skies 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	would	create	a	new	source	of	substantial	
light	or	glare	that	would	adversely	affect	nighttime	views	in	the	area.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AES‐6:	 	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	introduce	
any	 light‐generating	 sources.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 alternative	 would	 not	 have	 an	 adverse	 effect	 with	
respect	to	dark	skies.			

The	No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	would	 not	 introduce	 new	 light	 sources	 to	 the	 property	 and,	 therefore,	
would	not	generate	any	skyglow	or	other	 light	pollution	to	 the	area.	 	Therefore,	 the	alternative	would	not	
have	an	adverse	effect	on	nighttime	views.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	the	night	 lighting.	 	No	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

4.1.5  ASPEN ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

The	following	discussion	is	based	on	the	Aspen	Road	Visual	Impact	Assessment	Technical	Report:	Aspen	Road	
Landfill	(Aspen	Road	VIATR),	KTU+A,	2012.			

4.1.5.1  Affected Environment  

The	 visual	 resource	 study	 area	 is	 located	 in	 northern	 San	 Diego	 County,	 northeast	 of	 the	 community	 of	
Fallbrook	and	west	of	 the	community	of	Rainbow.	 	The	site	 is	 characterized	by	undeveloped	hillsides	and	
canyons,	 agricultural	 uses,	 and	 is	 surrounded	 by	 an	 open	 space/river	 preserve,	 agriculture,	 and	 rural	
residential	 development.	 The	 land	 surrounding	 the	 site	 exhibits	 varied	 topography,	 with	 both	minor	 and	
major	riparian	corridors,	surrounded	by	hills	and	mountains	of	all	scales.	 	The	areas	of	 the	most	 intensive	
agriculture	 are	 the	 nurseries	 to	 the	 southeast	 of	 the	 site	 in	 the	 community	 of	 Rainbow,	 east	 of	 the	 I‐15	
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Freeway	and	to	the	north	of	the	site	along	the	ridgeline	north	of	the	Santa	Margarita	River.		The	I‐15	corridor	
is	located	to	the	east	of	the	site	and	runs	northeast/southwest	through	the	study	area.		

The	area	surrounding	 the	site	 is	 characterized	by	 low‐intensity	uses	of	a	 rural	and/or	agricultural	nature.	
According	to	San	Diego	Association	of	Governments	(SANDAG)	data	from	2009,	existing	land	uses	near	the	
alternative	site	include	rural	residential,	mobile	home	park,	strip	commercial,	orchard/vineyard,	open	space	
park/preserve,	reservoir,	intensive	agriculture,	field	crops,	and	vacant/undeveloped.		Both	the	existing	land	
use	 and	 proposed	 land	 use	 indicate	 various	 intensities	 of	 semi‐rural,	 rural,	 and	 agricultural	 land	 uses	
surrounding	the	Aspen	Road	property,	as	well	as	preservation	of	open	space	along	the	Santa	Margarita	River.	

Some	 high	 visibility	 areas	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 property	 are	 undeveloped,	 with	 no	 potential	
viewers.	 	 In	 addition,	 many	 public	 viewing	 locations	 do	 not	 have	 views	 to	 the	 site	 because	 of	 dense	
vegetation,	 thereby	 substantially	 reducing	 public	 viewing	 locations.	 	 The	 viewshed	 analysis	 for	 the	 site	
indicates	that	the	Aspen	Road	property	is	highly	visible	from	locations	to	north/northeast,	west/southwest,	
and	 southeast	 (Aspen	Road	KTU+A	VIATR,	 Figure	 3,	 in	Appendix	D	 of	 the	 EIS).	 	 The	 areas	 in	 the	Gavilan	
Mountain	vicinity	(to	the	northwest),	south	of	Red	Mountain,	along	I‐15,	and	in	the	community	of	Rainbow	
either	have	no	visibility,	or	extremely	limited	visibility	of	the	site.			

The	areas	with	the	highest	visual	quality	are	scattered	throughout	the	study	area.		The	landscape	character	
unit	representing	the	largest	area	of	high	visual	quality	is	the	undeveloped	hillside	character	unit.		This	unit	
also	 surrounds	 the	 site	on	 the	north	and	south.	 	The	Santa	Margarita	River	 corridor,	while	a	 smaller	 land	
area,	also	represents	a	 landscape	character	unit	with	high	visual	quality.	 	The	freeway	in	the	southeastern	
portion	of	the	study	area	has	low	visual	quality.	

Rural	residential	landscape	units	characterize	the	development	nearest	the	site,	to	the	east,	south,	and	west.		
These	 areas	 are	 considered	 moderately	 sensitive	 to	 change.	 	 Rural	 landscape	 units	 are	 compatible	 with	
agricultural	uses,	which	are	considered	only	moderately	sensitive	 to	change	(based	on	 the	numerous	uses	
generally	associated	with	a	rural/agrarian	landscape).			

The	 visual	 quality	 of	 many	 residential	 and	 agricultural	 areas	 farther	 from	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 property	 is	
tempered	 by	 disorganization	 and/or	 a	 variety	 of	 forms	within	 the	 character	 unit.	 	 The	 low	 visual	 quality	
areas	are	 the	 landscape	units	of	quarry,	utility,	 and	urban.	The	utility	 landscape	character	unit	 is	 rated	as	
having	low	visual	quality	because	of	the	chaotic	appearance	it	presents	and	the	disruption	it	causes	to	other	
landscapes	nearby.		

The	 region	 has	 an	 estimated	 2,855	 dwelling	 units	 situated	 within	 a	 three	 mile	 radius	 of	 the	 site,	 with	
approximately	1,260	dwelling	units	within	the	viewshed	of	the	property	(refer	to	Aspen	Road	KTU+A	VIATR,	
Figure	4	and	Table	1,	in	Appendix	D	of	the	EIS).		The	majority	of	residential	uses	with	views	to	the	property	
are	 located	within	San	Diego	County.	 	The	property	 is	visible	 from	a	high	percentage	 (roughly	half)	of	 the	
dwelling	units	within	 the	radius,	which	 is	considered	high	visibility.	 	 In	addition,	zoning	 indicates	 that	 the	
number	of	dwelling	units	could	increase	more	than	fourfold	(to	7,878)	if	maximum	densities	were	developed	
on	 a	 dwelling	 unit/acre	 basis.	 Field	 investigation	 has	 determined	 that	many	 of	 the	 viewing	 locations	 are	
private,	including	private	roadways,	some	of	which	have	restricted	access.			
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Figure	 4.1‐8,	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 ‐	 Landscape	 Character	 Unit	 Visual	 Quality	 and	 Evaluation	 Summary,	
illustrates	 the	 visual	 quality	 categories	 of	 the	 surrounding	 area.	 	 Figure	 4.1‐9,	Aspen	Road	Alternative‐Key	
View	 Photo	 Locations,	 illustrates	 key	 views	 that	 represent	 typical	 views	 and	 viewing	 angles	 as	 seen	 by	
different	viewer	groups.		Specific	candidate	viewpoints	include:	

 Candidate	Key	View	1:		Via	Vaquero	Road;	

 Candidate	Key	View	2:		Calle	Cuero	

 Candidate	Key	View	3:		Rainbow	Glen	Road;	

 Candidate	Key	View	4:		Rainbow	Heights	Road;	

 Candidate	Key	View	5:		Riverview	Drive;	and	

 Candidate	Key	View	6:		Stage	Coach	Lane.	

Candidate	Key	Views	3,	5,	and	6	were	selected	for	full	simulation	and	analysis	in	the	KTU+A	analysis	because	
they	most	clearly	display	the	visual	effects	of	the	alternative.		

Because	of	 the	high	proportion	of	 residents	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site,	 the	analysis	
takes	 into	 consideration	 viewers	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 viewing	 location	 as	well	 as	 those	 likely	 to	 visit	 the	
viewing	location	depicted	in	the	photo	simulation.		Although	none	of	the	viewing	locations	were	judged	to	be	
visited	 by	 more	 than	 1,000	 viewers	 per	 day,	 the	 number	 of	 residential	 viewers	 estimated	 within	 the	
viewshed	radius	(1,260	households	x	4	viewers	per	household	=	5,040	viewers)	would	exceed	this	standard.		
While	this	group	primarily	experiences	private	views,	their	exposure	to	the	alternative	is	considered	along	
with	the	standard	criteria	in	determining	whether	an	impact	would	be	adverse.		

4.1.5.2  Design Features 

Design	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 be	 similarly	 implemented	
under	 the	 Aspen	Road	 Alternative,	 as	 applicable.	 	 These	would	 include	 painting	 structures,	 pipelines	 and	
other	 facilities	 to	 help	 blend	 them	 into	 the	 background	 of	 the	 areas	 that	 they	 are	 traversing;	 grading	 of	
benches	and	lifts	to	minimize	the	significant	landform	character	impact;	blending	of	created	landforms	with	
adjacent	 landforms	 by	manipulating	 the	 landform	 to	 resemble	 or	meld	with	 its	 surroundings;	 planting	 to	
create	the	pattern	resembling	the	adjacent	vegetation	matrix	and	its	colors;	incorporating	boulders	into	the	
final	 grades	 to	 create	 the	 rocky	 texture	 of	 the	 surrounding	 hillsides;	 planting	 mature	 trees	 to	 screen	
structures	and	ancillary	facilities;	and	screening	of	borrow/stockpile	areas	or	rock	crushing	facilities.10	

																																																													
10		 Because	of	 the	potential	 shortage	of	 soils	needed	 for	 the	development	of	 the	 landfill,	 soils	would	be	 created	 through	 crushing	of	

excavated	rocks	on	site.	
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4.1.5.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Landform Character	

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	
permanent	adverse	change	 in	the	natural	 landform	character	of	a	scenic	area.	 	This	change	must	not	only	be	
noticeable	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers,	but	the	contrast	must	dominate	other	adjacent	landforms.			

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AES‐1:		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	
on	 natural	 landform	 character	 because	 of	 the	 dominance	 of	 the	 landfill	 compared	 to	 natural	
landforms	 in	 the	area.	 	Although	 impacts	would	be	reduced	 through	 implementation	of	mitigation	
measures,	 such	 as	 contouring	 of	 the	 landfill’s	 engineered	 slope	 and	 revegetation,	 the	 alternative	
would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	landform	character.			

Viewer	groups	would	be	residents	who	have	high	sensitivity	to	change,	agricultural	workers	who	have	low	
sensitivity	 to	 change,	 and	 roadway	 drivers	 who	 have	 moderate	 sensitivity	 to	 change.	 	 The	 undeveloped	
hillside	landscape	unit	is	highly	sensitive	to	change.		Although	none	of	the	viewing	locations	were	judged	to	
be	 visited	 by	 more	 than	 1,000	 viewers	 per	 day,	 the	 number	 of	 residential	 viewers	 estimated	 within	 the	
viewshed	of	 the	 landfill	 (1,260	households	x	4	viewers	per	household	=	5,040	viewers)	would	exceed	 this	
standard.	 	 The	 landfill	 would	 rise	 above	 the	 elevation	 of	 the	 existing,	 surrounding	 ridgeline	 and	 be	
prominently	visible	from	several	candidate	view	locations.			As	shown	in	Figure	4.1‐9,	the	landfill	would	be	
visible	from	key	candidate	view	locations,	either	near	views	of	the	landfill	or	more	distant	views.			Residents	
or	visitors	on	Rainbow	Glen	Road	(Key	View	3)	and	Riverview	Drive	(Key	View	5)	would	have	distinct	views	
of	the	landfill	above	the	surrounding	hill	ridgelines	of	long	viewing	duration.			

The	simulation	presented	in	Figure	4.1‐10,		Aspen	Road	Alternative	–	Key	View	3:	Rainbow	Glen	Road,	shows	
the	potential	impacts	to	the	viewing	scene	as	seen	from	Rainbow	Glen	Road,	less	than	one	mile	to	the	east	of	
the	 site.	 	 The	 alternative’s	 visually	 prominent	 elements	 would	 introduce	 man‐made	 geometry	 into	 an	
Alternative	 of	 undeveloped	 and	 rounded	 slopes,	 peaks,	 and	 valleys	 and,	 thus,	 would	 contrast	 with	 the	
existing	natural	landform	character	of	the	area.		The	landfill	mass	would	create	a	new	ridgeline	in	the	middle	
ground	of	 the	view.	 	As	 shown	 in	Figure	4.1‐11,	Aspen	Road	Alternative	–	Key	View	5:	Riverview	Drive,	 the	
landfill	would	interrupt	the	intactness	and	unity	of	the	hillsides	and	change	the	existing	ridgeline.		Views	of	
the	landfill	would	dominate	existing	landforms	visible	from	the	Stage	Coach	Lane	area,	as	shown	in	Figure	
4.1‐12,	Aspen	Road	Alternative	‐	Key	View	6:		Stage	Coach	Lane.			Stage	Coach	Lane	runs	along	a	portion	of	the	
Santa	Margarita	River,	potentially	attracting	viewers	seeking	the	quality	of	the	waterway/riparian	landscape	
unit.		

Impacts	 with	 respect	 to	 landform	 character	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 because	 the	
topography	 of	 the	 alternative	 is	 not	 compatible	 with	 the	 existing	 topography/landforms	 that	 define	 the	
character	of	 the	existing	site.	The	proposed	landforms	contrast	with	existing	terrain	in	terms	of	shape	and	
scale,	 and	 their	high	position	against	 the	 sky	 further	 accentuates	 these	differences.	 	 	Mitigation	measures,	
including	landscape	screening,	landform	screening,	landform	grading,	rock	outcrop	replacement,	and	major	
tree	groupings,	are	proposed	to	reduce	the	impact	(see	MM	Aspen	AES‐1	through	AES‐5).		Landform	grading	
would	add	topographical	undulations	to	the	top	of	the	landfill	to	eliminate	the	flat	mesa	look	to	the	landfill.		
Mounding	 would	 also	 be	 added	 on	 the	 stepped	 slopes	 of	 the	 landfill	 to	 visually	 interrupt	 the	 rhythm	 of	
equally	 spaced	 benches.	 	 However,	 given	 the	 great	 mass	 of	 the	 landfill	 and	 its	 overall	 contrast	 with	 the	
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current	landforms	of	the	adjacent	area,	this	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	landform	
character.			

Mitigation Measures 

Significant	 adverse	 effects	 associated	 with	 natural	 landform	 character	 are	 anticipated.	 	 The	 following	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed:	

MM	Aspen	AES‐1.	 	Landscape	Screening.	 	 Landscape	 screening	 shall	 occur	 at	 strategic	 locations	
along	the	perimeter	of	the	site.	 	Existing	mature	trees	shall	be	transplanted	(up	to	6‐12’	
transplanted	box	size),	or	replaced	with	large	trees	(24”	‐36”	box),	or	new	trees	(mixture	
of	 seedling,	 15	 gallon,	 24”	 box	 and	 36”	 box)	 shall	 be	 newly	planted	 in	 key	 locations	 to	
block	views	of	the	landfill.	

MM	 Aspen	 AES‐2.	 	 Landform	 Screening.	 	 On‐site,	 landform	 screening	 shall	 be	 placed	 at	 the	
perimeter	of	the	site	to	block	views	of	the	landfill	to	the	maximum	extent	possible.		This	
mitigation	shall	be	implemented	in	conjunction	with	landscape	screening.			

MM	Aspen	AES‐3.	 	Landform	Grading.	 	 The	 form	of	 the	 landfill	mass	 shall	 be	 contoured	 to	 help	
blend	 in	with	 the	natural	 topography	 found	 in	 the	 immediate	area.	 	The	 landfill	 face,	 in	
particular,	shall	be	made	to	 incorporate	gentle	grading	and	curvilinear	shapes	 to	mimic	
the	surrounding	hillsides.		The	highest	elevations	of	the	landfill,	usually	finished	as	a	flat	
“mesa,”	 shall	 be	 mounded	 to	 avoid	 introducing	 straight	 lines	 and	 flat	 landforms.		
Likewise,	the	slope	and	run	of	the	face	of	the	landfill	shall	be	altered	to	avoid	creation	of	
an	 undifferentiated	 pyramid‐like	wall.	 	 Benching	 notches	 shall	 be	 backfilled	 up	 against	
the	 base	 of	 the	 slope	 to	 round	 out	 the	 obvious	 bench	 notches	 that	 show	 up	 when	
silhouetted	against	the	sky.		Tight	right	angle	corners	and	straight	line	benches	(as	seen	
from	above)	shall	be	avoided	and	replaced	with	more	curvilinear	forms.		The	surcharge	of	
this	landform	weight	and	volume	shall	also	be	taken	into	account.	

MM	 Aspen	 AES‐4.	 	 Rock	 Outcrop	 Replacement.	 	 Rock	 outcrops	 and	 large	 boulders	 shall	 be	
stockpiled	 and	 placed	 in	 strategic	 locations	 to	 help	 blend	 graded	 surfaces	 with	 the	
dominant	textures	of	the	area.		Rocks	shall	be	placed	around	the	edges	of	the	landfill	face	
and	top	surface.		Placements	shall	incorporate	relatively	large	boulders	and	shall	appear	
in	 natural	 arrangements.	 	 Most	 of	 these	 boulders	 shall	 be	 located	 on	 additional	 clay‐
capped	 fill	 with	 subsurface	 drainage	 to	 ensure	 no	 runoff	 enters	 into	 the	 landfill	 from	
around	the	rock	formations.		

MM	Aspen	AES‐5.		Major	Tree	Groupings.		Groups	of	tree	plantings	shall	used	on	the	landfill	mass	
to	 blend	 the	 transition	 between	 landfill	 and	 surrounding	 landform.	 	 For	 a	 mass	 to	 be	
noticeable,	 6‐12	 trees	 in	 a	 grouping	 shall	 be	 considered	 the	 minimum,	 depending	 on	
location.	
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Visual Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 clearly	 contrast	
with	the	existing	visual	elements	of	a	moderate	or	high	quality	landscape	assessment	unit.		This	contrast	must	
be	clearly	visible	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers	and	the	contrast	must	dominate	the	visual	scene	to	
the	point	where	the	character	and	quality	of	the	immediate	area	is	permanently	and	adversely	degraded.			

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AES‐2:	 	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	contrast	with	the	exiting	visual	
elements	 of	 a	 moderate	 and	 high	 quality	 landscape.	 	 Impacts	 would	 be	 reduced	 through	
implementation	of	mitigation	measures	such	as	landscape	screening,	revegetation	with	native	plants,	
contrast,	color	and,	texture	matching.	 	With	mitigation,	this	alternative	would	not	have	a	significant	
adverse	effect	on	visual	quality.	

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	introduce	a	landfill’s	man‐made	landform	and	contrasting	colors,	which	
would	 contrast	 with	 and	 dominate	 the	 viewing	 scene	 because	 of	 the	 landfill’s	 height.	 	 The	 height	 of	 the	
landfill	would	increase	its	prominence	and	decrease	the	vividness	of	the	existing	hills	and	canyons.	 	 	Some	
areas,	 such	as	 the	Rainbow	Glen	Road	area	shown	 in	Figure	4.1‐10	are	considered	 to	have	only	moderate	
intactness	and	unity	because	of	the	existing	mix	of	uses	and	structures.		However,	the	addition	of	the	landfill	
would	further	reduce	the	limited	cohesion	exhibited	in	the	viewing	scene.		

As	can	be	seen	in	Figure	4.1‐11	(Riverview	Drive	Key	View),	the	height	of	the	landfill	would	accentuate	its	
presence	and	magnify	changes	to	the	existing	middle	ground.	 	As	shown	in	Figure	4.1‐11,	the	undeveloped	
hillsides	have	a	high	visual	quality	given	 their	undeveloped	character	and	visual	order	and	provide	a	high	
quality	 visual	 backdrop	 for	 the	 residential	 development	 in	 the	 area.	 	 The	 landfill	 would	 interrupt	 the	
intactness	and	unity	of	the	hillsides	and	would	stand	in	stark	contrast	to	the	forms	of	the	distant	mountains.			

The	visual	quality	of	the	Stage	Coach	Lane	area	illustrated	in	Figure	4.1‐12	(Stage	Coach	Lane	Key	View)	is	
considered	moderate	 because	 of	 the	 lack	 of	 unity	 and	 uniqueness	 of	 line,	 form,	 and	 texture	 in	 the	 area.		
However,	the	introduction	of	the	landfill	mass	would	create	an	impression	of	visual	chaos.			This	simulation	
shows	a	view	typical	for	residents	and	local	area	drivers.		While	the	Santa	Margarita	River	and	its	associated	
trails	are	either	 farther	 than	 three	miles	 from	the	site,	or	 shielded	 from	view	by	existing	 landforms,	Stage	
Coach	 Lane	 runs	 along	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 river,	 potentially	 attracting	 viewers	 seeking	 the	 quality	 of	 the	
waterway/riparian	landscape	unit.	These	users	are	seeking	relaxation/recreation	in	an	intact,	undeveloped	
setting	and	would	be	sensitive	to	changes	that	increase	the	presence	of	man‐made	structures	and	reduce	the	
openness	 of	 the	 setting.	 	 Thus,	 impacts	 to	 visual	 quality	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 with	
respect	to	these	key	views.	

Mitigation	measures,	 including	the	placement	of	major	tree	groupings	(MM	Aspen	AES‐5)	as	well	as	native	
revegetation	 and	 rock	 outcrop	 replacement	 (MM	 Aspen	 AES‐4	 and	 AES‐7),	 would	 screen	 and	 soften	 the	
contrast	of	the	landfill.		These	measures	would	be	effective	along	some	of	the	landfill	edges,	particularly	the	
eastern	slopes	where	existing	hillsides	abut	the	landfill.		A	transitional	blending	of	the	landfill	face	would	also	
be	undertaken	along	the	base	of	the	landfill	for	the	southern,	western,	and	northern	exposures	(MM	Aspen	
AES‐3).	While	not	widespread	in	the	surrounding	landscape,	large	boulders	and	trees	would	be	strategically	
placed	to	resemble	natural	drainage	channels.	Special	accommodations	would	be	required	for	trees	set	along	
the	edge	of	the	landfill,	as	roots	could	penetrate	the	landfill	containment	soil	layer	and	allow	water	into	the	
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fill,	speeding	decomposition.	Based	on	drainage	and	settlement	problems,	the	elements	of	trees	and	boulders	
are	not	recommended	for	inclusion	in	the	middle	of	the	landfill.		

Although	revegetation	would	not	hide	the	prominent	upper	portion	of	the	landfill,	revegetating	these	slopes	
with	a	native	plant	palette	would,	at	minimum,	match	the	color	(MM	Aspen	AES‐6)	and	texture	(MM	Aspen	
AES‐8)	of	the	surrounding	undisturbed	hillsides.		Permanent	slopes	would	be	stabilized	with	native	grasses	
and	other	shallow	rooted	plants	representative	of	the	Inland	Sage	Scrub	plant	community	(MM	Aspen	AES‐
6).	 	 In	some	cases,	 there	may	be	changes	and/or	transition	to	 these	slopes	based	up	on	the	phasing	of	 the	
landfill	 development.	 	 In	 these	 areas,	 more	 temporary	 erosion	 control	 techniques	 would	 be	 utilized.		
Drainage	and	methane	extraction	structures	and	pipes	would	be	painted	or	be	made	of	materials	that	fit	into	
the	 local	 color	 environment	 that	 match	 adjacent	 textures	 (MM	 Aspen	 AES‐9).	 	 On	 the	 active	 face	 of	 the	
landfill,	temporary	revegetation	would	be	required.		Any	interim	slope	that	is	anticipated	to	remain	beyond	
one	full	year	would,	at	a	minimum,	receive	revegetation	through	hydroseeding.		The	permanent	slopes	and	
all	areas	of	 the	 landfill	 that	are	considered	to	be	visually	prominent	would	be	permanently	revegetated	as	
soon	as	practical,	with	a	combination	of	plant	materials	including	hydroseeding,	seedlings,	and	containerized	
plants.	 Once	 closure	 of	 the	 landfill	 were	 achieved	 and	 final	 cover	 completed,	 a	 vegetative	 surface	 cover	
utilizing	native	 plant	 species	would	 be	 established.	 	 The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	have	 a	 significant	
adverse	 effect	with	 respect	 to	 visual	 quality.	 	 However,	with	 the	 implementation	 of	mitigation	measures,	
which	 would	 reduce	 the	 differentiation	 between	 the	 landfill	 and	 the	 surrounding	 context,	 visual	 quality	
impacts	would	be		adverse	but	not	significant.			

Mitigation Measures 

Adverse	effects	associated	with	natural	visual	quality	are	anticipated.		The	following	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed:	

MM	 Aspen	 AES‐6.	 	 Native	 Revegetation	 and	 Landscaping.	 	 All	 planted	 areas	 shall	 use	 native	
species	 to	 increase	 long‐term	 survivability	 of	 planted	 material	 and	 to	 increase	 com‐
patibility	with	surrounding	vegetation.	 	Existing	vegetation	species	 in	the	vicinity	of	 the	
alternative	 shall	 be	 used	 or	 emulated	 for	 landscape	 plantings.	 	 The	 plant	 communities	
found	 on	 surrounding	 hilltops,	 slopes,	 and	 valleys	 adjacent	 to	 the	 landfill	 shall	 be	
matched.		Where	a	tree,	shrub,	or	groundcover	is	needed	to	serve	a	specific	purpose,	and	
where	native	material	is	not	appropriate,	then	non‐native	species	shall	be	allowed.	 	Any	
non‐native	species	must	have	naturalized	to	the	local	conditions	or	have	the	appearance	
of	 relating	 to	 the	 adjacent	 native	 species.	 	 Appearance	 of	 color	 and	 texture	 shall	 be	
matched,	 followed	 by	 consistency	 in	 relative	 size	 and	 form.	 	 Where	 changes	 and/or	
transition	to	slopes	are	based	up	on	the	phasing	of	 the	 landfill	development,	 temporary	
erosion	control	techniques	shall	be	utilized.		Drainage	and	methane	extraction	structures	
and	pipes	shall	be	painted	or	be	made	of	materials	 that	 fit	 into	 the	 local	 color	environ‐
ment	 that	 match	 adjacent	 textures.	 	 On	 the	 active	 face	 of	 the	 landfill,	 temporary	
revegetation	 shall	be	 required.	 	Any	 interim	slope	 that	 is	 anticipated	 to	 remain	beyond	
one	 full	 year	 shall	 receive	 revegetation	 through	 at	 least	 hydroseeding.	 	 The	permanent	
slopes	and	all	areas	of	 the	 landfill	 that	are	considered	to	be	visually	prominent	shall	be	
permanently	 revegetated	 as	 soon	 as	 practical,	 with	 a	 combination	 of	 plant	 materials	
including	hydroseeding,	seedlings,	and	containerized	plants.	
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	 The	plantings	shall	be	irrigated	by	a	temporary	above	ground	spray	irrigation	system.		All	
supplemental	 irrigation	shall	be	removed	once	 the	planting	has	completely	covered	 the	
landfill	face	and	is	established	(generally	3‐5	years	from	installation).	

	 Once	closure	of	the	landfill	is	achieved	and	final	cover	is	completed,	a	vegetative	surface	
cover	utilizing	native	plant	species	shall	be	established.	 	The	species	must	exhibit	rapid	
germination	 and	 be	 self‐sowing.	 	 The	 cover	 shall	 be	 comprised	 of	 low	 volume	 fire	
retardant	species	with	low	maintenance	requirements.		The	following	are	erosion	control	
and	revegetation	techniques	that	shall	be	implemented:	

 Application	of	non‐living	mulching	materials;	

 Application	of	living	mulching	materials	such	as	mycorrhizal	soil	components;	

 Installation	of	geotextile	netting	and/or	grids;	

 Chemical	soil	stabilization;	

 Temporary	vegetative	nurse	crop	establishment;	

 Surface	soil	scarification;	

 Slope	grading	and	terracing	techniques;	

 Drainage	collection	techniques;	

 Permanent	irrigated	refined	seed	mix	plantings;	

 Temporary	non‐irrigated	nurse	crop	plantings;	and/or	

 Transitional	temporarily	irrigated	native	seed	mix	plantings.	

MM	 Aspen	 AES‐7.	 	 Replanted	 Areas.	 	 All	 areas	 shall	 be	 replanted	 in	 such	 a	 manner	 that	 will	
decrease	 the	 amount	 of	 color	 contrast	 with	 surrounding	 areas.	 	 This	 shall	 be	
accomplished	 through	 the	use	of	native	plant	materials	 including	grassland	species	and	
through	 the	use	of	paint	on	visible	buildings,	 structures,	poles	and	 fencing.	 	Temporary	
revegetation	in	the	planting	of	slopes	shall	be	selected	according	to	colors	and	textures	to	
reduce	contrast.	

MM	Aspen	AES‐8.		Texture	Matching.		All	revegetation	in	combination	with	the	rocks,	native	plants,	
trees,	 color,	 and	 landform	mitigations	 shall	match	 the	 texture	 of	 the	 surrounding	 areas	
and	produce	compatible	textures.		

MM	Aspen	AES‐9.	 	Engineering	Structures	Adjustments.	 	Brow	ditches	shall	be	constructed	with	
outside	bench	 lips	slightly	higher	 than	 inside	edges	and	 integral	concrete	color	shall	be	
used	 that	matches	 a	 darker	 soil	 type	 for	 all	 gunite	 ditches.	 	 Pipelines	 connecting	 brow	
ditches	 shall	 blend	with	 final	 landfill	 slope	 colors	 and	 shall	 not	 stay	 a	 reflective	 tin	 or	
galvanized	color.		Pipe	paintings	shall	use	a	combination	of	colors	that	match	the	context	
of	 the	 area	 that	 the	 pipeline	 section	 is	 passing	 through.	 	 Variations	 in	 color	 shall	 be	
incorporated.	
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Visual Resources 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	the	loss	or	
adverse	degradation	of	a	substantial	amount	of	the	physical	resources	that	make	up	the	local	visual	character.		
These	 physical	 resources	 include	 vegetation,	 rock	 structures,	 naturally	 appearing	 water,	 structures,	 or	
landforms	 that	make	 up	 the	 individual	 visual	 resources	 and	 contribute	 to	 the	 character	 of	 the	 landscape	
assessment	unit.			

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AES‐3:	 	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	impact	the	area’s	natural	visual	
resources,	 including	 native	 vegetation	 and	 rock	 outcrops.	 	However,	with	 the	 Implementation	 of	
mitigation	measures	to	require	replanting	with	native	vegetation	and	replacement	of	rock	outcrops,	
impacts	would	be	 reduced.	 	Therefore,	 the	 alternative	would	have	 an	 adverse,	but	not	 significant	
adverse	effect	with	respect	to	visual	resources.	

The	 area’s	 visual	 resources	 are	 primarily	 the	 undeveloped	hillsides	 that	 surround	 the	 key	 view	 locations.		
The	 Santa	Margarita	River	 corridor,	while	 a	 smaller	 land	 area,	 also	 represents	 a	 landscape	 character	 unit	
with	high	visual	quality	and,	thus,	 is	considered	a	visual	resource.	 	 	Visual	resources	also	include	stands	of	
native	trees	and	other	natural	vegetation	and	rock	outcrops.		As	illustrated	in	Figure	4.1‐9,	the	candidate	key	
view	areas	most	affected	by	the	alternative	are	Rainbow	Glen	Road,	Riverview	Drive,	and	Stage	Coach	Lane.		
The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 remove	 all	 existing	 vegetation	 and	 rock	 outcrops	 located	 within	 the	
footprint	of	 the	 landfill	 and	ancillary	 facilities	and	replace	 them	with	 landfill	 forms	or	other	development.		
Because	 the	 existing	 vegetation	 and	 rock	 outcroppings	 contribute	 to	 the	 valued	 visual	 character	 of	 the	
localized	area,	significant	adverse	effects	relative	to	these	resources	would	occur.		With	the	implementation	
of	 mitigation	 measures	 that	 require	 the	 replacement	 of	 rock	 outcrops	 (MM	 Aspen	 AES‐4)	 and	 native	
revegetation	and	landscaping	(MM	Aspen	AES‐6),	the	alternative	would	have	an	adverse	effect;	however,	a	
significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	visual	resources	would	not	occur.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	result	 in	an	adverse,	but	not	significant	adverse,	effect	associated	with	
visual	 resources.	 No	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 beyond	 MM	 Aspen	 AES‐4	 and	 MM	 Aspen	 AES–6	 (see	
above)	are	available	to	reduce	impacts.				

View Quality  

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	highly	contrast	and	
dominate	the	viewing	scene	to	the	point	where	the	view	scene	quality	is	substantially	degraded.	The	alternative	
would	block	a	substantial	percentage	of	an	existing	view	corridor	of	a	regionally	or	subregionally	 important	
view	scene,	or	prevent	the	physical	or	visual	access	to	a	viewing	point	from	which	the	viewing	scene	can	be	seen.			

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AES‐4:		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	block	or	reduce	view	corridors	of	
high	value	mountain	views	from	several	locations.		Because	the	alternative	would	dominate	the	view	
corridor,	the	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect.	

The	 landfill	would	dramatically	change	the	character	of	 the	viewing	scene	because	of	 the	high,	engineered	
ridgeline	it	would	create.	In	addition,	the	landfill	would	block	views	of	the	background	landforms	or	enclose	
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an	existing	view	corridor.		As	shown	in	Figure	4.1‐19	(Rainbow	Glen	Key	View),	the	landfill	mass	would	block	
an	 existing	 view	 corridor	 to	 the	mountains	 to	 the	west.	 	 In	 the	Riverview	Drive	 area	 (Figure	 4.1‐20),	 the	
landfill	mass	would	block	views	to	the	mountains	to	the	east.		In	the	Stagecoach	Drive	area,	the	new	ridgeline	
created	 by	 the	 landfill	 mass	 would	 enclose	 a	 viewing	 scene	 that	 had	 previously	 been	 open.	 	 While	 the	
proposed	visual	quality	mitigation	measures	to	vary	the	topography	of	the	landfill	ridgeline	would	decrease	
visual	quality	impacts,	they	would	not	reduce	the	landfill	mass	below	the	ridgeline.		Therefore,	a	significant	
adverse	effect	with	respect	to	view	quality	would	occur.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 associated	 with	 view	 quality.		
However,	no	feasible	mitigation	measures	beyond	MM	Aspen	AES‐1	through	MM	Aspen	AES–9	(see	above)	
are	available	to	reduce	adverse	effects.	

Neighborhood Character 

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 prevent	 the	
attainment	 of	 a	 design	 or	 other	 aesthetic	 goal	 that	 is	 part	 of	 an	 adopted	 community	 plan	 or	 other	 County	
approved	document.	 	This	visual	 character	 type	 is	determined	by	 line,	 form,	 color,	 contrast,	 texture,	 cultural	
features,	scale	and	other	elements	that	contribute	to	the	character	of	the	neighborhood	and	that	are	identified	
as	important	to	the	community.		

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AES‐5:	 	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	be	consistent	with	goals	of	
the	 Fallbrook	 Community	 Plan	 and	 County	 General	 Plan	 to	 preserve	 the	 rural	 character	 of	 the	
neighborhood	 and	 scenic	 resources,	 including	 ridgelines.	 	 Although	 mitigation	 measures	 would	
reduce	 impacts	 to	 neighborhood	 and	 scenic	 resources,	 the	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 significant	
adverse	effect.		

The	 Aspen	 Road	 property	 is	 located	 in	 unincorporated	 San	 Diego	 County	 entirely	 within	 the	 Fallbrook	
Community	Plan	area.			It	immediately	adjoins	the	Rainbow	Community	Plan	area	to	the	east.		The	Fallbrook	
Community	 Plan	 has	 specific	 objectives	 to	 protect	 rural	 charm	 that	 would	 also	 apply	 to	 the	 aesthetic	
character	 of	 the	 alternative.	 	 The	 visible	 landfill	mass	 and	 activities	 associated	with	 the	 construction	 and	
operation	of	the	landfill,	such	as	truck	traffic	through	the	area’s	local	streets,	would	not	be	consistent	with	
these	rural	character	objectives.		

The	General	Plan	 also	 contains	 several	 aesthetic	 goals	 and	policies	 that	would	be	 applicable	 to	 the	Aspen	
Road	site.	 	A	comparison	of	 the	alternative	 to	other	applicable	goals	of	 the	General	Plan	(see	Section	4.10,	
Land	Use	and	Planning,	 in	 this	EIS)	 indicates	 that	 the	alternative	would	not	be	consistent	with	 the	goal	 to	
preserve	 ridgelines	 because	 the	 alternative	would	 create	 a	 new,	 artificial	 ridgeline	 for	 viewers	 from	most	
viewing	 locations.	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 goals	 related	 to	 preservation	 of	 dark	 skies.		
Mitigation	 measures	 would	 lessen	 visual	 quality	 and	 visual	 resources	 impacts	 with	 respect	 to	 the	
preservation	of	rural	character	and	scenic	resources.		However,	because	the	alternative	would	not	meet	the	
goal	 to	 preserve	 ridgelines	 and	 would	 not	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 underlying	 Rural	 and	 Semi‐rural	
designation,	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	the	neighborhood	character	
goals	and	policies	of	the	Community	Plan	and	County	General	Plan.	
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Mitigation Measures 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	associated	with	inconsistency	with	
the	Fallbrook	Community	Plan	and	General	Plan.	 	No	 feasible	mitigation	measures	are	available	 to	 reduce	
adverse	effects.	

Dark Skies 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	would	create	a	new	source	of	substantial	
light	or	glare	that	would	adversely	affect	nighttime	views	in	the	area.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AES‐6:	 	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	operate	during	daytime	hours	
and	would	be	consistent	with	County’s	Light	Pollution	Code	which	requires	shielding	and	downward	
direction	of	exterior	lighting.		Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect.					

Except	for	winter	months	when	some	trucks	would	arrive	during	early	nightfall	(late	afternoon),	operation	
would	 occur	 in	 the	 daytime.	 	 Security	 lighting	 would	 be	 used	 within	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	 but	 no	
illuminated	 signage,	 landscape	 lighting,	 or	 upward	 building	 lighting	 would	 be	 used.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	
alternative	would	be	required	to	comply	with	the	County’s	Light	Pollution	Ordinance	(Code	Section	59.101),	
which	 establishes	 lamp	 and	 shielding	 requirements	 and	 hours	 of	 operation	 standards	 that	 have	 been	
determined	 to	 effectively	 reduce	 impacts	 on	 dark	 skies.	 Because	 the	 alternative	 would	 primarily	 be	 a	
daytime	 operation	 and	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 Code	 Section	 59.101,	 it	 would	 not	 adversely	 affect	
nighttime	views.		Therefore,	it	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	 cause	 adverse	 changes	 in	night	 lighting	 conditions.	 	No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.		

4.1.6  GOPHER CANYON ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

The	 following	 discussion	 is	 based	 on	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Visual	 Impact	Assessment	Technical	Report:	
Gopher	Canyon	Road	Landfill	(KTU+A,		2012).			

4.1.6.1  Affected Environment  

The	 visual	 resource	 study	 area	 is	 located	 in	 unincorporated	 San	Diego	 County,	 approximately	 a	 half‐mile	
northeast	of	the	City	of	Vista	and	two	miles	west	of	the	I‐15	Freeway.		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	property	is	
bordered	by	Gopher	Canyon	Road	to	the	north,	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road	to	the	east,	the	San	Marcos	Mountains	
to	the	south,	and	Warmlands	Avenue	to	the	west.			

The	 area	 surrounding	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	 property	 is	 characterized	by	private	 large‐lot	 agricultural	
and	 large‐lot	 rural	 residential	 development,	 with	 other	 land	 uses/activities	 including	 quarries,	 day	
spas/resorts,	 and	 regional	 utility	 infrastructure	 for	 communications	 and	 water	 treatment.	 The	 land	 is	
characterized	by	varied	topography,	with	both	minor	and	major	riparian	corridors	surrounded	by	hills	and	
mountains	 of	 all	 scales.	 The	 areas	 immediately	 surrounding	 the	Gopher	 Canyon	Road	 property,	 including	
undeveloped	 open	 space,	 golf	 course,	 and	 resort/spa	 exhibit	 the	 highest	 visual	 quality	 in	 the	 study	 area	
because	of	 their	distinct	character	and	balance	of	 features.	The	agricultural	and	residential	portions	of	 the	
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area	 represent	moderate	 visual	 quality,	where	 aspects	 are	 unique,	 but	 there	 is	 greater	 variation	 in	 form,	
color	and	pattern.		

Undeveloped	hillside	slopes,	which	are	considered	high	quality	 landscape	units	constitute	most	of	the	area	
within	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 viewshed	 to	 the	 north,	 east	 and	 south.	 	 Viewer	 groups	with	 the	 highest	
sensitivity	to	change	are	the	Vista	Valley	Country	Club	members	and	residents	to	the	east	and	northeast	of	
the	alternative	site	because	of	the	close	proximity	to	the	landfill,	the	long	duration	of	the	view,	and	the	vested	
interest	in	minimizing	changes	to	the	existing	visual	resource	of	the	hillsides/mountains.	 	Rural	residential	
landscape	 units,	 representing	 a	 small	 fraction	 of	 the	 land	 near	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 property,	 are	
concentrated	to	the	north	of	the	site,	south	of	Camino	del	Rey	Road.		Semi‐rural	residential	landscape	units	
are	located	to	the	west	and	south	of	the	site.	

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	property	is	located	adjacent	to	the	Vista	Valley	Country	Club	(private).		The	Cal‐a‐
Vie	Health	Spa	 is	also	 located	 just	 to	 the	northwest	of	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	property,	south	of	Gopher	
Canyon	Road.		Cal‐a‐Vie	Spa	is	located	on	a	private	road	and	access	is	restricted.		The	resort/spa	landscape	
unit	is	considered	sensitive	to	change,	although,	like	the	golf	course,	it	is	privately	owned	and	views	from	the	
property	are,	therefore,	not	public	views.	

Of	an	estimated	23,000	dwelling	units	situated	within	the	three	mile	radius	of	the	site,	approximately	845	fall	
within	the	viewshed	of	the	completed	landfill.		The	large	difference	between	these	two	numbers	reflects	the	
fact	that	the	most	densely	populated	areas	within	the	three‐mile	viewshed	radius	(mainly	the	City	of	Vista,	to	
the	southwest)	are	shielded	from	the	proposed	landfill	by	existing	topography.	 	The	primary	public	viewer	
would	be	drivers	on	roadways	in	higher	elevations	to	the	south,	east	and	north.			However,	these	viewers	are	
considered	less	sensitive	than	residents	because	they	do	not	have	financial	investment	in	the	viewing	scene	
and	their	viewing	duration	is	shorter	and	transitory.		The	moderate	sensitivity	of	drivers	may	allow	them	to	
tolerate	the	changes	presented	by	the	landfill	much	more	than	those	who	own	land	or	buildings	from	which	
the	landfill	would	be	visible.			

Two	 utility	 landscape	 units	 are	 located	 near	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 property;	 one	 east	 of	 the	 site	 on	
Silverleaf	Lane,	and	one	south	of	 the	site	off	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road.	 	 In	addition,	 two	quarries	are	 located	
near	 the	 property;	 one	 immediately	 to	 the	 southeast,	 and	 one	 on	 the	 western	 slopes	 of	 the	 Merriam	
Mountains,	near	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road.	The	nearest	urban	environment	exists	in	the	City	of	Vista,	located	to	
the	southwest	of	the	site.		All	of	these	landscape	units	are	considered	to	have	low	sensitivity	to	change.			The	
quarry	and	utility	landscapes	are	rated	as	having	low	visual	quality	because	of	the	chaotic	appearance	they	
present	and	the	disruption	they	cause	to	other	landscapes	nearby.	The	urban	landscape	unit	is	rated	as	low	
because	of	 its	disruption	of	 the	nearby	rural	and	undeveloped	 landscape	units	and	 its	 lack	of	 a	 single,	 co‐
hesive	identity,	form	or	character.		

Figure	 4.1‐13,	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 ‐	 Landscape	 Character	 Unit	 Visual	 Quality	 and	 Evaluation	
Summary,	 illustrates	 the	 visual	 quality	 categories	 of	 the	 surrounding	 area.	 	 Figure	 4.1‐14,	Gopher	Canyon	
Alternative	Key	View	Photo	Locations,	illustrates	key	views	that	represent	typical	views	and	viewing	angles	as	
seen	by	different	viewer	groups.		Specific	viewpoints	locations	include:	

 Candidate	Key	View	1:		Hoxie	Ranch	Road;		

 Candidate	Key	View	2:		Silverleaf	Lane;	

 Candidate	Key	View	3:		Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road	(South);		
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 Candidate	Key	View	4:		Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road	(North);		

 Candidate	Key	View	5:		Huckleberry	Lane;	and		

 Candidate	Key	View	6:		Pico	Road.		

Candidate	Key	Views	2	and	3,	and	4	were	selected	for	full	simulation	and	analysis	in	this	report	because	they	
most	clearly	display	the	visual	effects	of	the	alternative.	

4.1.6.2 Design Features 

Design	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	would	 be	 implemented	 under	 the	
Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative,	 as	 applicable.	 	 These	 would	 include	 painting	 structures,	 pipelines	 and	
other	 facilities	 to	 help	 blend	 them	 into	 the	 background	 of	 the	 areas	 that	 they	 are	 traversing;	 grading	 of	
benches	and	lifts	to	minimize	the	significant	landform	character	impact;	blending	of	created	landforms	with	
adjacent	 landforms	 by	manipulating	 the	 landform	 to	 resemble	 or	meld	with	 its	 surroundings;	 planting	 to	
create	the	pattern	resembling	the	adjacent	vegetation	matrix	and	its	colors;	incorporating	boulders	into	the	
final	 grades	 to	 create	 the	 rocky	 texture	 of	 the	 surrounding	 hillsides;	 planting	 mature	 trees	 to	 screen	
structures	and	ancillary	facilities;	and	screening	of	borrow/stockpile	or	rock	crushing	facilities.		

4.1.6.3  Environmental Consequences  

Landform Character	

Criterion:	 An	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	
permanent	adverse	change	 in	the	natural	 landform	character	of	a	scenic	area.	 	This	change	must	not	only	be	
noticeable	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers,	but	the	contrast	must	dominate	other	adjacent	landforms.			

Impact	 Statement	Gopher	AES‐1:	 	The	Gopher	 Canyon	Alternative	would	 impact	natural	 landform	
character	because	 of	 the	dominance	 of	 the	 landfill	with	 respect	 to	natural	 landforms	 in	 the	 area.		
However,	with	the	implementation	of	a	mitigation	measure	to	provide	contouring	and	blending	of	the	
landfill	 with	 natural	 topography,	 effects	 with	 respect	 to	 landform	 character	 would	 be	 reduced.	
Therefore,	this	alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	but	not	significant	adverse	effect,	with	respect	to	
landform	character.			

As	shown	in	Figure	4.1‐14	(Key	View	Photo	Locations),	the	landfill	would	be	visible	from	key	candidate	view	
locations,	 either	 near	 views	 of	 the	 landfill	 or	 more	 distant	 views.	 	 	 Figure	 4.1‐15,	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative	 ‐	Key	View	2:	 	Silverleaf	Lane,	shows	the	potential	 impacts	from	approximately	a	half	mile	away	
from	the	site,	viewing	from	the	east.	The	raised	elevation	along	Silverleaf	Lane	allows	for	a	full	view	of	the	
entire	 landfill	mass.	While	 the	 large	 extent	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 is	 entirely	 in	 view,	 its	 situation	 in	 the	
background	of	the	viewing	scene	helps	to	lessen	its	prominence.		The	alternative	would	create	a	moderately	
adverse	change	in	the	natural	landform.		Although	the	texture	and	shape	of	the	landfill	would	contrast	with	
the	 existing	 hillsides,	 the	 background	 of	 the	 viewing	 scene	 would	 allow	 it	 to	 more	 easily	 blend	 with	 its	
context.	 	From	this	key	view,	 the	 landform	would	not	silhouette	against	 the	sky,	 so	 therefore	 it	would	not	
stand	out.	

Figure	4.1‐16,	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	‐	Key	View	3:		Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road	(South)	shows	the	effect	
of	 the	 landfill	 from	 approximately	 a	 quarter	mile	 away	 from	 the	 site	 as	 viewed	 from	 the	 southeast	 along	
Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road.		This	portion	of	the	roadway	is	not	in	the	valley	floor	and	would	afford	a	close	view	
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of	 the	 side	 of	 the	 landfill.	 	 The	 changes	 in	 the	 viewing	 scene	 would	 be	 much	more	 noticeable	 from	 this	
viewing	location.		In	this	view,	the	landfill	in	the	middle	ground	would	alter	the	ridgeline	of	the	San	Marcos	
Mountain.		The	existing	quarry	in	the	middle	of	the	scene	would	be	dwarfed	by	the	scale	of	the	landfill	and	
the	silhouette	of	 the	new	ridgeline	would	 introduce	geometric	 lines	and	angles	 (steps)	 to	an	environment	
that	currently	exhibits	concave	and	convex	landforms.		

Figure	4.1‐16	provides	a	simulation	of	the	landfill	at	an	estimated	50	percent	volume,11	assuming	the	landfill	
mass	 were	 constructed	 starting	 at	 the	 low	 elevations	 and	 expanded	 to	 the	 higher	 elevations.12	 	 The	
simulation	 shows	 that	 the	 filling	 of	 the	 lower	 elevations	 would	 be	 much	 less	 visible	 than	 the	 finished	
elevation,	to	the	point	that	even	the	unmitigated	landfill	mass	at	50	percent	capacity	is	barely	noticeable.		In	
particular,	 in	 the	 visual	 alignment	 with	 the	 existing	 quarry,	 the	 visible	 portion	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 not	
provide	 further	disruption	to	 the	viewing	scene.	Viewers	at	 this	 location	 include	quarry	workers	and	 local	
residents.	

Other	 simulated	 changes	 in	 the	 view	 west	 from	 Twin	 Oaks	 Valley	 Road	 are	 presented	 in	 Figure	 4.1‐17,	
Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative‐Key	View	4:		West	from	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road	(North).			In	this	scenario,	the	
low	elevation	of	the	roadway	within	the	valley,	and	the	presence	of	interceding	ridges	would	help	reduce	the	
visibility	of	 the	 landfill.	 	Although	 the	 landfill	mass	would	 create	 a	new	peak	within	 the	existing	 ridgeline	
silhouette,	 the	 landfill	would	comprise	a	minority	of	 the	viewing	scene.	 	Also,	 the	 landfill	would	be	sloped	
similarly	to	the	existing	topography.		This	view	is	toward	the	edge	of	field	of	view	for	a	driver	on	Twin	Oaks	
Valley	Road	and	almost	perpendicular	to	the	roadway	to	the	west.	 	Viewers	at	this	location	include	quarry	
workers	and	local	residents.		

The	alternative	would	have	differing	 levels	of	 impact	 to	 the	 landform	of	 the	site	and	area	surrounding	the	
site,	depending	on	the	viewing	location.	 	From	Key	View	3	(Figure	4.1‐16),	the	landform	character	impacts	
would	be	adverse	since	the	landfill	mass	would	not	be	compatible	with	the	existing	landforms	that	make	up	
the	distinctive	character	of	the	San	Marcos	ridge.		However,	impacts	from	some	viewing	locations	would	not	
be	adverse.	 	Also,	the	size	and	topography	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	property	would	allow	the	landform	
mass	 to	be	distributed	 in	a	combination	of	vertical	 inclines	and	at	 least	 two	substantial	horizontal	breaks.		
The	latter	design	would	prevent	a	dominant	pyramid	shape,	typical	of	landfills,	and	would	allow	the	landfill	
to	generally	follow	the	incline	of	the	San	Marcos	Mountains	foothills.		The	more	lateral	design	would	lessen	
the	impact	from	distant	viewing	locations,	but	not	for	close	viewing	locations.		Landform	grading	mitigation	
(MM	Gopher	AES‐3),	which	would	 include	 topographical	undulations	 to	 the	 top	of	 the	 landfill	 to	eliminate	
the	flat	“mesa”	look,	would	be	necessary	to	lessen	impacts	from	close	viewing	locations.		

Because	the	standard	surface	of	landfill	cover	would	be	four	to	six	feet	thick,	manipulation	of	this	face	would	
require	 additional	 fill	material.	 	 The	 creation	of	 ridges	or	 swales	 could	 concentrate	 the	 flow	of	water	 and	
could	 cause	 erosion	 of	 the	 buried	 fill	 materials;	 therefore,	 additional	 surface	 lined	 swales	 or	 sub‐surface	
drainage	may	be	needed.		The	mounding	of	the	landform	would	decrease	the	visual	impact	from	all	viewing	
locations	 both	 below	 and	 above	 the	 landfill.	 	 Other	 mitigation	 measures,	 including	 landscape	 screening,	

																																																													
11		 Fifty	percent	volume	would	not	equate	to	50	percent	finished	height,	as	excavation	would	have	occurred	and	a	larger	portion	of	the	

volume	of	the	landfill	mass	could	exist	at	the	lower	elevations.	
12		 While	other	phasing/fill	approaches	could	be	implemented,	filling	from	the	low	elevation	up	to	the	higher	elevation	is	a	reasonable	

approach.	
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landform	 screening,	 rock	 outcrop	 replacement,	 and	major	 tree	 groupings	 (see	MM	 Gopher	 AES‐1,	 AES‐2,	
AES‐4	and	AES‐5)	would	also	reduce	adverse	effects	on	landform	character.	

The	mitigation	measures	would	decrease	 the	amount	of	 contrast	between	 the	 landfill	 and	 the	 site	 context	
from	viewing	locations	close	to	the	site.	 	Although	adverse,	with	a	more	lateral	configuration	to	reduce	the	
appearance	of	a	pyramidal	mass	as	viewed	from	a	distance,	and	the	mitigation	measures	that	would	reduce	
landform	 contrast	 as	 viewed	 from	 near	 the	 site,	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 not	 have	 a	
significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	landform	character.	

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	associated	with	natural	landform	character	are	anticipated.		The	following	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed:	

MM	Gopher	AES‐1.	Landscape	Screening.	 	 Landscape	 screening	 shall	 occur	at	 strategic	 locations	
along	the	perimeter	of	the	site.	 	Existing	mature	trees	shall	be	transplanted	(up	to	6‐12’	
transplanted	box	size),	or	replaced	with	large	trees	(24”	‐36”	box),	or	new	trees	(mixture	
of	 seedling,	 15	 gallon,	 24”	 box	 and	 36”	 box)	 shall	 be	 newly	planted	 in	 key	 locations	 to	
block	views	of	the	landfill.	

MM	Gopher	AES‐2.	 	Landform	Screening.	 	On‐site,	 landform	screening	placed	at	the	perimeter	of	
the	site	shall	block	views	of	the	landfill	to	the	maximum	extent	possible.		This	mitigation	
shall	be	implemented	in	conjunction	with	landscape	screening.			

MM	Gopher	AES‐3.	 	Landform	Grading.	 	The	 form	of	 the	 landfill	mass	shall	be	contoured	to	help	
blend	 in	with	 the	natural	 topography	 found	 in	 the	 immediate	area.	 	The	 landfill	 face,	 in	
particular,	shall	be	made	to	 incorporate	gentle	grading	and	curvilinear	shapes	 to	mimic	
the	surrounding	hillsides.		The	highest	elevations	of	the	landfill,	usually	finished	as	a	flat	
“mesa,”	 shall	 be	 mounded	 to	 avoid	 introducing	 straight	 lines	 and	 flat	 landforms.		
Likewise,	the	slope	and	run	of	the	face	of	the	landfill	shall	be	altered	to	avoid	creation	of	
an	 undifferentiated	 pyramid‐like	wall.	 	 Benching	 notches	 shall	 be	 backfilled	 up	 against	
the	 base	 of	 the	 slope	 to	 round	 out	 the	 obvious	 bench	 notches	 that	 show	 up	 when	
silhouetted	against	the	sky.		Tight	right	angle	corners	and	straight	line	benches	(as	seen	
from	above)	shall	be	avoided	and	replaced	with	more	curvilinear	forms.		The	surcharge	of	
this	landform	weight	and	volume	shall	also	be	taken	into	account.	

MM	 Gopher	 AES‐4.	 	 Rock	 Outcrop	 Replacement.	 	 Rock	 outcrops	 and	 large	 boulders	 shall	 be	
stockpiled	 and	 placed	 in	 strategic	 locations	 to	 help	 blend	 graded	 surfaces	 with	 the	
dominant	textures	of	the	area.		Rocks	shall	be	placed	around	the	edges	of	the	landfill	face	
and	top	surface.		Placements	shall	incorporate	relatively	large	boulders	and	shall	appear	
in	 natural	 arrangements.	 	 Most	 of	 these	 boulders	 shall	 be	 located	 on	 additional	 clay‐
capped	 fill	 with	 subsurface	 drainage	 to	 ensure	 no	 runoff	 enters	 into	 the	 landfill	 from	
around	the	rock	formations.		
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MM	Gopher	AES‐5.		Major	Tree	Groupings.		Groups	of	tree	plantings	shall	used	on	the	landfill	mass	
to	 blend	 the	 transition	 between	 landfill	 and	 surrounding	 landform.	 	 For	 a	 mass	 to	 be	
noticeable,	 6‐12	 trees	 in	 a	 grouping	 shall	 be	 considered	 the	 minimum,	 depending	 on	
location.	

Visual Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 clearly	 contrast	
with	the	existing	visual	elements	of	a	moderate	or	high	quality	landscape	assessment	unit.		This	contrast	must	
be	clearly	visible	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers	and	the	contrast	must	dominate	the	visual	scene	to	
the	point	where	the	character	and	quality	of	the	immediate	area	is	permanently	and	adversely	degraded.			

Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 AES‐2:	 	 The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	would	 contrast	with	 the	
existing	 visual	 elements	 of	 a	 high	 quality	 landscape.	 	 With	 the	 implementation	 of	 mitigation	
measures,	such	as	landscape	screening,	revegetation	with	native	plants,	contrast	and	color	matching,	
texture	matching	and	other	measures,	this	alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	but	not	a	significant	
adverse	effect.		

Impacts	on	visual	quality	would	vary	from	location	to	location.		From	Silverleaf	Lane	shown	in	Figure	4.1‐24,	
the	viewer	would	likely	be	most	sensitive	to	changes	in	color	that	would	segregate	the	existing	unity	of	the	
mountain	 range	 from	 left	 to	 right.	 	 The	 alternative,	 in	 an	unmitigated	 state,	would	 contrast	with	 the	 high	
quality	landscape	unit	of	the	undeveloped	hillsides	surrounding	the	site.	From	this	distance,	the	color	of	the	
landfill	creates	the	most	contrast,	as	details	of	texture	and	form	are	not	clearly	visible.		

From	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road	(South)	(Figure	4.1‐16),	the	changes	in	the	viewing	scene	would	be	much	more	
noticeable.			The	undeveloped	hillsides	surrounding	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	are	highly	sensitive	
to	 changes	 in	 the	 visual	 environment	 and	 are	 considered	 high	 quality	 landscape	 units.	 	 The	 undeveloped	
hillsides	also	constitute	the	majority	of	the	viewing	scene	from	this	location.	The	introduction	of	the	landfill	
form	 would	 introduce	 elements	 that	 would	 contrast	 with	 the	 shape,	 color,	 and	 texture	 of	 undeveloped	
hillsides.	

From	 Twin	 Oaks	 Valley	 Road	 (North)	 less	 than	 a	 quarter	 mile	 away	 (Figure	 4.1‐17),	 the	 presence	 of	
interceding	ridges	would	help	to	reduce	the	visibility	of	the	landfill.		Although	the	landfill	mass	creates	a	new	
peak	within	the	existing	ridgeline	silhouette,	it	is	a	minority	of	the	viewing	scene	and	is	sloped	similarly	to	
the	existing	topography.	This	view	is	toward	the	edge	of	field	of	view	for	a	driver	on	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road,	
being	almost	perpendicular	 to	 the	roadway	to	 the	west.	 In	an	unmitigated	state,	 the	portion	of	 the	 landfill	
that	is	visible	would	contrast	with	the	context	of	undeveloped	hillsides,	although,	the	area	of	contrast	is	small	
enough	to	not	substantially	degrade	the	viewing	scene	overall.		However,	the	color,	diversity,	and	texture	of	
the	 alternative	 would	 vary	 from	 the	 existing	 hillsides.	 Standard	 revegetation	 that	 would	 be	 used	 on	
completed	slopes	 is	essentially	monochromatic	and	devoid	of	 the	diversity	and	variation	present	 in	native	
plant	communities.	During	construction,	bare	soil	would	 introduce	a	starker	contrast	 to	 the	existing	color,	
diversity,	and	texture	of	the	hillsides	surrounding	the	site.	

The	proposed	landfill	would	disrupt	the	intactness	and	unity	of	the	existing	landform	and	visual	quality	of	
the	area.	Disturbances	such	as	the	quarry	located	easterly	of	the	site	and	existing	roadways	have	introduced	
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man‐made	 elements	 into	 the	 visual	 context	 of	 the	 site;	 however,	 the	 landfill	 would	 have	 much	 higher	
visibility	 regionally.	 	 This	 effect	would	 essentially	 divide	 the	mountain	 range	 into	 northern	 and	 southern	
sections	and	break	the	visual	continuity	which	currently	runs	uninterrupted.		

With	respect	to	vividness,	the	existing	hillsides	are	not	especially	memorable	or	rare.		The	introduction	of	the	
landfill	 itself	would	not	 add	 to	 or	 take	 away	 from	 the	memorability	 of	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	property	
unless	it	stood	out	enough	to	become	a	landmark	distinguishing	this	mountain	range	from	others	in	the	area.	
Therefore,	as	with	 landform	character,	 the	alternative	would	have	differing	 levels	of	visual	quality	 impact.			
The	 alternative	would	 cover	 or	 obscure	 distinctive	 landforms	 and	 hillsides	 and	would	 replace	 native,	 un‐
disturbed	 plant	 material	 with	 minimal	 revegetation	 that	 would	 not	 match	 the	 color	 and	 texture	 of	 the	
surrounding	hillsides.	 	New	elements	such	as	drainage	channels	and	piping	would	also	add	to	the	contrast	
with	 the	natural	setting.	Distance	 from	the	 landfill,	however,	would	reduce	the	contrast	of	 these	elements.	
The	 following	 mitigations	 would	 reduce	 visual	 quality	 impacts	 from	 locations	 near	 the	 site.	 	 Mitigation	
measures	 include	 MM	 Gopher	 AES‐5,	 which	 would	 require	 major	 tree	 groupings	 as	 well	 as	 native	
revegetation	and	rock	outcrop	replacement	(MM	Gopher	AES‐4)	along	the	edges	of	the	landfill.		A	transitional	
blending	of	the	landfill	would	also	be	undertaken	along	the	bottom	and	perimeter	edges	where	it	meets	the	
existing	terrain	(MM	Gopher	AES‐3).	Large	boulders	and	trees	would	be	placed	to	resemble	natural	drainage	
channels.	 Special	 accommodations	would	 be	 required	 for	 trees	 set	 along	 the	 edge	 of	 the	 landfill,	 as	 roots	
could	penetrate	the	landfill	containment	soil	layer	and	allow	water	into	the	fill,	speeding	decomposition.		

Trees	and	boulders	are	not	recommended	for	inclusion	in	the	middle	of	the	landfill	due	to	potential	drainage	
and	settlement.		Permanent	slopes	would	be	stabilized	with	native	grasses	and	other	shallow	rooted	plants	
representative	of	the	Inland	Sage	Scrub	plant	community	(MM	GopherAES‐6).	 In	some	cases,	there	may	be	
changes	and/or	transition	to	these	slopes	based	up	on	the	phasing	of	the	landfill	development.	In	these	areas,	
more	temporary	erosion	control	techniques	would	be	utilized.	Drainage	and	methane	extraction	structures	
and	 pipes	 would	 be	 painted	 (MM	 GopherAES‐8)	 or	 be	 made	 of	 materials	 that	 fit	 into	 the	 local	 color	
environment	(MM	Gopher	AES‐7)	that	match	adjacent	textures	(MM	Gopher	AES‐8).		On	the	active	face	of	the	
landfill,	temporary	revegetation	will	be	required	(MM	Gopher	AES‐6).		Any	interim	slope	that	is	anticipated	
to	remain	beyond	one	full	year	would	receive	revegetation	through	at	 least	hydroseeding.	 	The	permanent	
slopes	 and	 all	 areas	 of	 the	 landfill	 that	 are	 considered	 to	 be	 visually	 prominent	 would	 need	 to	 be	
permanently	revegetated	as	soon	as	practical,	with	a	combination	of	plant	materials	including	hydroseeding,	
seedlings,	and	containerized	plants.	 	Although	 the	alternative	would	 introduce	man‐made	geometry	 into	a	
relatively	unaltered	hillside/mountain	setting	and	would	contrast	with	the	color	and	texture	of	native	plant	
communities	 that	 dominate	 the	property’s	 surroundings,	with	 the	 implementation	of	 proposed	mitigation	
measures,	 the	 differentiation	 of	 the	 landfill	 and	 the	 surrounding	 context	 would	 be	 reduced	 by	 the	 cited	
mitigation	measures	and	the	blending	of	color	on	man‐made	features	(MM	Gopher	AES‐9).		By	using	natural	
materials/textures	to	blend	undisturbed	slopes	with	the	landfill	surfaces,	the	prominence	of	the	landfill	mass	
would	be	decreased.		While	the	landfill	would	still	be	noticeable	and	recognizable,	with	the	implementation	
of	these	mitigations,	the	alternative	would	not	a	significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	visual	quality.	

Mitigation Measures 

Adverse	impacts	associated	with	natural	visual	quality	are	anticipated.	 	The	following	mitigation	measures	
are	proposed:	
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MM	 Gopher	 AES‐6.	 	 Native	 Revegetation	 and	 Landscaping.	 	 All	 planted	 areas	 shall	 use	 native	
species	to	increase	long	term	survivability	planted	material	and	to	increase	compatibility	
with	surrounding	vegetation.		Existing	vegetation	species	in	the	vicinity	of	the	alternative	
shall	 be	 used	 or	 emulated	 for	 landscape	 plantings.	 	 The	 plant	 communities	 found	 on	
surrounding	hilltops,	slopes,	and	valleys	adjacent	to	the	landfill	shall	be	matched.		Where	
a	 tree,	 shrub,	 or	 groundcover	 is	 needed	 to	 serve	 a	 specific	 purpose,	 and	where	 native	
material	 is	 not	 appropriate,	 then	 non‐native	 species	 shall	 be	 allowed.	 	 Any	 non‐native	
species	must	have	naturalized	to	the	local	conditions	or	have	the	appearance	of	relating	
to	 the	 adjacent	 native	 species.	 	 Appearance	 of	 color	 and	 texture	 shall	 be	 matched,	
followed	by	 consistency	 in	 relative	 size	 and	 form.	 	Where	 changes	and/or	 transition	 to	
slopes	 are	 based	 up	 on	 the	 phasing	 of	 the	 landfill	 development,	 temporary	 erosion	
control	 techniques	 shall	 be	 utilized.	 	 Drainage	 and	 methane	 extraction	 structures	 and	
pipes	shall	be	painted	or	be	made	of	materials	 that	 fit	 into	 the	 local	 color	environment	
that	match	adjacent	 textures.	 	On	 the	active	 face	of	 the	 landfill,	 temporary	revegetation	
shall	be	required.	 	Any	 interim	slope	 that	 is	anticipated	 to	remain	beyond	one	 full	year	
shall	receive	revegetation	through	at	 least	hydroseeding.	 	The	permanent	slopes	and	all	
areas	 of	 the	 landfill	 that	 are	 considered	 to	 be	 visually	 prominent	 shall	 be	 permanently	
revegetated	 as	 soon	 as	 practical,	 with	 a	 combination	 of	 plant	 materials	 including	
hydroseeding,	seedlings,	and	containerized	plants.	

	 The	plantings	shall	be	irrigated	by	a	temporary	above	ground	spray	irrigation	system.		All	
supplemental	 irrigation	shall	be	removed	once	 the	planting	has	completely	covered	 the	
landfill	face	and	is	established	(generally	3‐5	years	from	installation).	

	 Once	closure	of	the	landfill	is	achieved	and	final	cover	is	completed,	a	vegetative	surface	
cover	utilizing	native	plant	species	shall	be	established.	 	The	species	must	exhibit	rapid	
germination	 and	 be	 self‐sowing.	 	 The	 cover	 shall	 be	 comprised	 of	 low	 volume	 fire	
retardant	species	with	low	maintenance	requirements.		The	following	are	erosion	control	
and	revegetation	techniques	that	shall	be	implemented:	

 Application	of	non‐living	mulching	materials;	

 Application	of	living	mulching	materials	such	as	mycorrhizal	soil	components;	

 Installation	of	geotextile	netting	and/or	grids;	

 Chemical	soil	stabilization;	

 Temporary	vegetative	nurse	crop	establishment;	

 Surface	soil	scarification;	

 Slope	grading	and	terracing	techniques;	

 Drainage	collection	techniques;	

 Permanent	irrigated	refined	seed	mix	plantings;	

 Temporary	non‐irrigated	nurse	crop	plantings;	and/or	

 Transitional	temporarily	irrigated	native	seed	mix	plantings.	

MM	 Gopher	 AES‐7.	 	 Replanted	 Areas.	 	 All	 areas	 shall	 be	 replanted	 in	 such	 a	 manner	 that	 will	
decrease	 the	 amount	 of	 color	 contrast	 with	 surrounding	 areas.	 	 This	 shall	 be	
accomplished	 through	 the	use	of	native	plant	materials	 including	grassland	species	and	
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through	 the	use	of	paint	on	visible	buildings,	 structures,	poles	and	 fencing.	 	Temporary	
revegetation	in	the	planting	of	slopes	shall	be	selected	according	to	colors	and	textures	to	
reduce	contrast.	

MM	 Gopher	 AES‐8.	 	 Texture	Matching.	 	 All	 revegetation	 in	 combination	 with	 the	 rocks,	 native	
plants,	trees,	color,	and	landform	mitigations	shall	match	the	texture	of	the	surrounding	
areas	and	produce	compatible	textures.		

MM	Gopher	AES‐9.		Engineering	Structures	Adjustments.		Brow	ditches	shall	be	constructed	with	
outside	bench	 lips	slightly	higher	 than	 inside	edges	and	 integral	concrete	color	shall	be	
used	 that	matches	 a	 darker	 soil	 type	 for	 all	 gunite	 ditches.	 	 Pipelines	 connecting	 brow	
ditches	 shall	 blend	with	 final	 landfill	 slope	 colors	 and	 shall	 not	 stay	 a	 reflective	 tin	 or	
galvanized	color.		Pipe	paintings	shall	use	a	combination	of	colors	that	match	the	context	
of	 the	 area	 that	 the	 pipeline	 section	 is	 passing	 through.	 	 Variations	 in	 color	 shall	 be	
incorporated.	

Visual Resources   

Criterion:	 	An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	 if	the	alternative	would	result	 in	the	 loss	or	
adverse	degradation	of	a	substantial	amount	of	the	physical	resources	that	make	up	the	local	visual	character.		
These	 physical	 resources	 include	 vegetation,	 rock	 structures,	 naturally	 appearing	 water,	 structures,	 or	
landforms	 that	make	 up	 the	 individual	 visual	 resources	 and	 contribute	 to	 the	 character	 of	 the	 landscape	
assessment	unit.			

Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 AES‐3:	 	 The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	would	 impact	 the	 area’s	
natural	 visual	 resources,	 including	 native	 vegetation	 and	 rock	 outcrops.	 	 However,	 with	 the	
implementation	 of	 mitigation	 measures	 to	 require	 replanting	 with	 native	 vegetation	 and	
replacement	 of	 rock	 outcrops,	 the	 alternative	would	have	 an	 adverse,	but	not	 significant	 adverse	
effect	with	respect	to	visual	resources.	

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	 in	 the	removal	or	substantial	adverse	change	of	one	or	
more	 features	 that	 contribute	 to	 the	 area’s	 valued	 visual	 character	 including	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 native	
vegetation	and	 rock	outcrops.	 	As	visible	 from	Silverleaf	Lane	 (Figure	4.1‐15)	 and	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road	
(South)	(Figure	4.1‐16),	the	alternative	would	remove	all	existing	visible	vegetation	and	rock	outcroppings	
and	replace	them	with	the	landfill	forms,	which	would	result	in	a	n	adverse	effect.		With	the	implementation	
of	mitigation	measures	that	require	the	replacement	of	rock	outcrops	(MM	GopherAES‐4)	and	revegetation	
with	native	and	maintain	 landscaping	(MM	Gopher	AES‐6),	 the	alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	but	not	
significant	adverse	effect.		

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	MM	Gopher	AES‐4	and	MM	Gopher	AES–6	(see	above),	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative	would	 result	 in	 an	 adverse,	 but	not	 significant	 adverse	 effect,	 on	visual	 resources.	 	No	 further	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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View Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	highly	contrast	and	
dominate	the	viewing	scene	to	the	point	where	the	view	scene	quality	is	substantially	degraded.	The	alternative	
would	block	a	substantial	percentage	of	an	existing	view	corridor	of	a	regionally	or	subregionally	 important	
view	scene,	or	prevent	the	physical	or	visual	access	to	a	viewing	point	from	which	the	viewing	scene	can	be	seen.			

Impact	Statement	Gopher	AES‐4:		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	not	interrupt	a	viewing	
corridor	 of	 a	 regionally	 significant	 viewing	 scene,	 although	 the	 alternative	 would	 narrow	 some	
viewing	corridors.	 	This	alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	but	not	significant	adverse,	effect	with	
respect	to	view	quality.	

As	shown	in	Figures	4.1‐15	through	4.1‐17,	the	alternative	would	not	block	a	view	corridor.		The	San	Marcos	
Mountains	 are	 considered	 a	 regionally	 significant	 visual	 resource	 and	 the	 presence	 of	 the	 landfill	 may	
disrupt	the	continuity	of	the	viewing	scene.	 	From	Twin	Oaks	Road	(South)	(Figure	4.1‐16),	the	alternative	
would	narrow	an	existing	viewing	corridor	that	provides	views	to	the	mountains	north	of	Gopher	Canyon;	
however,	only	a	 small	portion	of	 the	sky	would	be	covered.	 	While	 the	alternative	would	have	an	adverse	
effect,	because	the	alternative	would	not	fill	the	existing	view	corridor	between	the	San	Marcos	and	Merriam	
Mountains,	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	view	quality	would	not	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 have	 an	 adverse,	 but	 not	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 on	 view	
quality.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Neighborhood Character 

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 prevent	 the	
attainment	 of	 a	 design	 or	 other	 aesthetic	 goal	 that	 is	 part	 of	 an	 adopted	 community	 plan	 or	 other	 County	
approved	document.	 	This	visual	 character	 type	 is	determined	by	 line,	 form,	 color,	 contrast,	 texture,	 cultural	
features,	scale	and	other	elements	that	contribute	to	the	character	of	the	neighborhood	and	that	are	identified	
as	important	to	the	community.		

Impact	Statement	Gopher	AES‐5:		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	not	be	consistent	with	
goals	of	the	Bonsall	Community	Plan	and	County	General	Plan	to	preserve	the	rural	character	of	the	
neighborhood	and	 scenic	 resources.	 	 	Therefore,	 this	alternative	would	have	a	 significant	adverse	
effect	on	neighborhood	character.		

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 property	 is	 located	 within	 the	 Bonsall	 Community	 Plan	 area.	 	 	 The	 Bonsall	
Community	 Plan	 has	 specific	 policies	 to	 require	 development	 to	 be	 sensitive	 to	 the	 topography,	 physical	
context,	 and	 community	 character	 of	 Bonsall.	 	 The	 visible	 landfill	mass	 and	 activities	 associated	with	 the	
construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill,	such	as	truck	traffic	through	the	area’s	local	streets,	would	not	be	
consistent	with	these	objectives.		

The	General	Plan	also	contains	several	aesthetic	goals	and	policies	that	would	be	applicable	to	the	Gopher	
Canyon	Road	site.		A	comparison	of	the	alternative	to	other	applicable	goals	of	the	General	Plan	(see	Section	
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4.10,	Land	Use	and	Planning,	in	this	EIS)	indicates	that	the	alternative	would	be	consistent	with	goals	related	
to	 preservation	 of	 dark	 skies	 but	 not	 consistent	with	 goals	 related	 to	 the	 preservation	 of	 rural	 character.		
Mitigation	measures	would	lessen	visual	quality	and	visual	resources	impacts	with	respect	the	preservation	
of	 scenic	 resources.	 	 However,	 because	 the	 alternative	 would	 not	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 community	
character	objectives	of	the	Bonsall	Community	Plan	or	with	the	General	Plan’s	designated	Specific	Plan,	Rural	
Lands	(RL20),	and	Semi‐Rural	Residential	(SR‐4)	designations,	which	are	intended	to	encourage	residential	
and	 agricultural	 uses	 in	 the	 area,	 impacts	 with	 respect	 to	 neighborhood	 character	 expressed	 in	 the	
Community	Plan	and	General	Plan	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 associated	 with	
inconsistency	 with	 the	 Bonsall	 Community	 Plan	 and	 General	 Plan.	 	 No	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 are	
available	to	reduce	adverse	effects.	

Dark Skies 

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	would	create	a	new	source	of	substantial	
light	or	glare	that	would	adversely	affect	nighttime	views	in	the	area.	

Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 AES‐6:	 	 The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Alternative	would	 operate	 during	 daytime	
hours	 and	 would	 comply	 with	 the	 County’s	 Light	 Pollution	 Code,	 which	 requires	 shielding	 and	
downward	direction	of	exterior	lighting.			Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	
with	respect	to	dark	skies.						

Except	for	winter	months,	when	some	trucks	would	arrive	during	early	nightfall	(late	afternoon),	operation	
would	 occur	 in	 the	 daytime.	 	 Security	 lighting	 would	 be	 used	 within	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	 but	 no	
illuminated	 signage,	 landscape	 lighting,	 or	 upward	 building	 lighting	 would	 be	 used.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	
alternative	would	be	required	to	comply	with	the	County’s	Light	Pollution	Ordinance	(Code	Section	59.101),	
which	 establishes	 lamp	 and	 shielding	 requirements	 and	 hours	 of	 operation	 standards.	 	 Because	 the	
alternative	would	primarily	be	a	daytime	operation	and	would	be	consistent	with	the	Code	Section	59.101,	it	
would	not	result	in	an	adverse	effect	regarding	nighttime	views.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 not	 cause	 adverse	 changes	 in	 night	 lighting	 conditions.	 	 No	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

4.1.7  MERRIAM MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE 

The	 following	 discussion	 is	 based	 on	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Visual	 Impact	 Assessment	 Technical	 Report:	
Merriam	Mountain	Landfill	(KTU+A,	February	2012).			
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4.1.7.1  Affected Environment  

The	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 is	 located	within	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 range	 of	 unincorporated	
north	 San	 Diego	 County.	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 property	 is	 located	 approximately	 15	 miles	 north	 of	
Escondido,	 immediately	 to	 the	west	of	 Interstate	15,	north	of	Deer	Springs	Road,	east	of	Twin	Oaks	Valley	
Road,	and	south	of	Gopher	Canyon	Road.			The	subregion	surrounding	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	
is	 a	 mix	 of	 undeveloped	 hillsides,	 extractive	 industries,	 communications/utilities,	 rural	 and	 semi‐rural	
residential	 development,	 mobile	 home	 park,	 orchards,	 golf	 courses,	 freeway,	 and	 suburban	 style	
residential/commercial	development	associated	with	the	Lawrence	Welk	Resort.		

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	is	currently	undeveloped	land.		Several	paved	and	dirt	roads	traverse	
the	 site,	 but	otherwise,	 the	 site	 generally	 remains	 in	 its	natural	 state.	Because	of	 the	 site’s	 location	 in	 the	
middle	 of	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 range,	 a	 significant	 amount	 of	 land	 surrounding	 the	 site	 is	 also	
undeveloped.	 	 Multiple	 contiguous	 stretches	 of	 undeveloped	 hillsides	 also	 occur	 to	 the	 east	 of	 I‐15.	 The	
undeveloped	hillside	landscape	unit	is	highly	sensitive	to	change.		Changes	to	the	topography	of	the	hillsides	
disrupt	 their	 natural	 geometry	 and,	 if	 located	 high	 on	 the	 slope,	 can	 be	 seen	 from	 great	 distances.	 	 The	
context	of	 the	alternative	 site	 is	memorable,	due	 to	 the	distinctive	 canyons	and	 ridgelines	of	 the	Merriam	
Mountains	 and	 hillsides	 to	 the	 east	 of	 I‐15.	 The	 change	 in	 vertical	 elevation	 from	 valley	 floor	 to	 the	
ridgelines,	combined	with	their	undeveloped	nature,	greatly	contribute	to	the	experience.	

The	nearest	public	viewing	location	to	the	property	is	the	I‐15	freeway	to	the	east	of	the	site.		While	views	to	
the	site	from	the	freeway	are	limited,	and	the	viewing	duration	is	short,	some	drivers	have	a	high	sensitivity	
to	 changes	 in	 the	 character	 of	 the	 corridor	 based	 on	 the	 scenic	 designation	 applied	 by	 the	 County.	 The	
quantity	of	drivers/viewers	in	this	corridor	is	substantially	higher	than	at	other	viewing	locations.	According	
to	California	Department	of	Transportation	 (CALTRANS)	data	 for	 2010,	 120,000	 average	daily	 trips	 occur	
northbound	 and	 another	 119,000	 occur	 southbound.	 Though	 the	 viewing	 duration	 is	 less	 than	 5	 to	 10	
seconds	 at	 normal	 freeway	 speeds,	 the	 total	 viewing	 duration	 is	 5	 seconds	 times	 240,000.	 Other	 surface	
roadways	provide	glimpses	of	the	site,	but	are	traveled	by	a	much	lower	number	of	drivers.	

Other	viewer	groups	with	high	 sensitivity	 to	 change	are	 timeshare	owners/visitors	 to	 the	Lawrence	Welk	
Village,	residents	of	the	nearby	mobile	home	park,	and	residents	living	on	the	mesa	east	of	the	site.	Residents	
are	most	sensitive	because	of	the	length	of	the	duration	of	their	exposure,	the	close	proximity	to	the	site	(for	
some	 residents),	 their	 significant	 investment	 in	 property,	 and	 the	 value	 they	 place	 on	 the	 visual	 setting.	
Likewise,	timeshare	owners	and	golf	course	patrons	invest	money	in	their	timeshares/greens	fees	to	have	an	
enjoyable	 recreational	 experience,	 which	 is	 influenced	 by	 not	 only	 the	 resort	 amenities,	 but	 also	 the	
surrounding	terrain.	Although	residential	viewers	would	be	private,	the	golf	course	is	open	to	the	public.		

Rural	 residential	 landscape	 units	 represent	 a	 small	 fraction	 of	 the	 land	 near	 the	 alternative	 site,	 being	
concentrated	 to	 the	 north	 of	 the	 Hidden	Meadows	 area	 and	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road.	 	 The	 rural	 residential	
landscape	 unit	 is	 moderately	 sensitive	 to	 change.	 It	 is	 compatible	 with	 agricultural	 uses,	 but	 adversely	
affected	by	other	non‐residential	uses	and	more	densely	developed	residential	uses.			Semi‐rural	residential	
landscape	units	 are	 located	 to	 the	west	 and	 south	 of	 the	 alternative	 site.	 	 Suburban	 residential	 landscape	
units	located	at	south	end	of	the	Hidden	Meadows	area	and	the	south	end	of	the	Welk	Village	development	
are	also	moderately	sensitive	to	change.	
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There	are	two	quarries	near	the	alternative	site:	one	on	the	western	slopes	of	the	Merriam	Mountains,	near	
Twin	Oaks	Valley	Road,	and	another	in	the	San	Marcos	Mountains,	south	of	Gopher	Canyon	Road.		The	quarry	
landscape	unit	is	not	sensitive	to	change.	

Of	an	estimated	18,400	dwelling	units	situated	within	the	three	mile	radius	of	the	site,	approximately	1,999	
residences	would	fall	within	the	viewshed	(have	views)	of	the	completed	landfill	(see	Figure	4	and	Table	1	in	
the	Merriam	Mountain	VIATR).	The	 large	difference	between	 these	 two	numbers	 reflects	 the	 fact	 that	 the	
most	densely	populated	areas	within	the	three	mile	radius	(mainly	 the	City	of	Vista,	 to	the	southwest)	are	
shielded	from	the	proposed	landfill	by	existing	topography.			

Visibility	would	 increase	 from	the	southwest,	west,	and	northwest	 (see	Figure	5	 in	 the	Merriam	Mountain	
VIATR)	with	the	development	of	other	components	(borrow/stockpiles	and	ancillary	facilities).		The	siting	of	
the	stockpiles	at	the	upper	portion	of	the	site,	along	the	ridgeline	of	the	Merriam	Mountains,	would	be	visible	
from	the	south/southeast.		Most	of	the	areas	that	would	have	views	of	the	stockpiles	are	either	undeveloped	
or	minimally	developed	(primarily	the	San	Marcos	Mountains,	but	also	the	hilltops	north	of	Gopher	Canyon	
Road).		

Figure	 4.1‐18,	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 ‐	 Landscape	 Character	 Unit	 Visual	 Quality	 and	 Evaluation	
Summary,	illustrates	the	visual	quality	categories	of	the	surrounding	area.		The	viewshed	analysis	indicates	
that	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	is	highly	visible	from	locations	to	the	southeast,	east,	and	northeast	
of	 the	site,	with	all	other	areas	having	 limited	visibility	of	 the	alternative	 features	(refer	to	Figure	3	 in	the	
Merriam	Mountain	VIATR	(February	2012).	 	The	urbanized	areas	of	Vista	and	San	Marcos,	 the	Twin	Oaks	
Valley	Road	area,	and	Gopher	Canyon	vicinity	either	have	no	visibility,	or	extremely	limited	visibility	of	the	
property.	

Figures	 4.1‐19a	 and	 19b,	Key	View	Photo	 Locations,	 illustrate	 key	 views	 that	 represent	 typical	 views	 and	
viewing	angles	as	seen	by	different	viewer	groups.		Specific	viewpoints	locations	include:	

 Candidate	Key	View	1:		I‐15,	Looking	Northwest;	

 Candidate	Key	View	2:		I‐15,	Looking	West;	

 Candidate	Key	View	3:		Circle	R	Drive;	

 Candidate	Key	View	4:		I‐15,	Looking	West;	

 Candidate	Key	View	5:		I‐15,	Looking	West;		

 Candidate	Key	View	6:		Cambio	de	las	Lomas;		

 Candidate	Key	View	7:		Indian	Creek	Way;	

 Candidate	Key	View	8:		Meados	Mesa	Drive;	

 Candidate	Key	View	9:		Champagne	Boulevard	Looking	Northwest;	

 Candidate	Key	View	10:		Lawrence	Welk	Drive	Looking	Southwest;	

 Candidate	Key	View	11:		Lawrence	Welk	Drive	Looking	Southwest;	and	

 Candidate	Key	View	12:		Champagne	Boulevard	Looking	West.		
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 Candidate	Key	Views	2,	4,	8,	and	11	were	selected	for	full	simulation	and	analysis	because	they	most	
clearly	display	the	visual	effects	of	the	alternative.	

4.1.7.2 Design Features  

Design	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 be	 similarly	 implemented	
under	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative,	as	applicable.		These	would	include	painting	structures,	pipelines	
and	other	facilities	to	help	blend	them	into	the	background	of	the	areas	that	they	are	traversing;	grading	of	
benches	 and	 lifts	 to	minimize	 the	adverse	 landform	character	 impact;	 blending	of	 created	 landforms	with	
adjacent	 landforms	 by	manipulating	 the	 landform	 to	 resemble	 or	meld	with	 its	 surroundings;	 planting	 to	
create	the	pattern	resembling	the	adjacent	vegetation	matrix	and	its	colors;	incorporating	boulders	into	the	
final	 grades	 to	 create	 the	 rocky	 texture	 of	 the	 surrounding	 hillsides;	 planting	 mature	 trees	 to	 screen	
structures	and	ancillary	facilities;	and	screening	of	borrow/stockpile	or	rock	crushing	facilities.		

4.1.7.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Landform Character	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	a	permanent	
adverse	change	in	the	natural	landform	character	of	a	scenic	area.		This	change	must	not	only	be	noticeable	to	a	
moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers,	but	the	contrast	must	dominate	other	adjacent	landforms.			

Impact	 Statement	 Merriam	 AES‐1:	 	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 adversely	 impact	
natural	 landform	 character	 because	 of	 the	 dominance	 of	 the	 landfill	 with	 respect	 to	 natural	
landforms	in	the	area.		Even	with	the	implementation	of	a	mitigation	measure	to	provide	contouring	
and	 blending	 of	 the	 landfill	 with	 natural	 topography,	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 on	 landform	
character	would	remain.					

As	shown	in	Figures	4.1‐19a	and	4.1‐19b	(Key	View	Photo	Locations),	the	visibility	of	the	alternative	depends	
greatly	on	the	location	of	the	viewer.	While	the	landfill	alternative	would	be	large	in	scale,	the	nondescript	
form	 and	 distance	 from	 many	 public	 viewing	 locations	 would	 help	 de‐emphasize	 the	 landfill’s	 presence.	
Visibility	 from	 close	 to	 the	 site	would	 also	 vary	 greatly;	 some	 ridgelines	would	 obscure	 the	 landfill	 form,	
while	others	would	open	to	reveal	much	of	the	landfill	mass.	

As	 shown	 in	Figure	4.1‐20,	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 ‐	Key	View	2:	 	View	Looking	West	 from	 I‐15,	 the	
primary	 impression	of	 the	 landfill	 is	 its	massive	 scale	 compared	 to	 the	existing	 condition.	 	 	This	key	view	
represents	 the	 view	 for	 freeway	 drivers	 on	 the	 northbound	 lanes	 of	 I‐15,	 which	 would	 be	 numerous.		
However,	similar	views	would	be	possible	to	residents	of	the	mobile	home	park	to	the	east	of	the	freeway.			
Figure	4.1‐20	includes	a	simulation	of	the	landfill	at	an	estimated	50	percent	volume,	assuming	the	landfill	
mass	is	constructed	starting	at	the	low	elevations	and	expanded	to	the	higher	elevations.	 	The	result	of	the	
simulation	shows	that	even	at	a	50	percent	volume,	the	character	of	the	landfill	from	the	northbound	lanes	of	
I‐15	would	be	similar	to	the	100	percent	volume.	 	This	 is	partly	due	to	the	slope	of	the	face	of	the	landfill,	
which	would	be	sloping	away	from	the	viewer.	 	Each	increment	of	height	would	produce	less	of	an	impact	
from	this	viewing	location.		Thus,	the	lower	elevations	contribute	most	significant	to	the	impact.		

The	 scale	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 be	 apparent	 from	 I‐15,	 as	 shown	 in	 Figure	 4.1‐21.	 	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative	‐	Key	View	4:		View	Looking	West	from	I‐15.	However,	the	angle	of	the	fill	combined	with	the	view‐
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ing	angle	shows	that	more	of	the	existing	landscape	remains	as	a	foreground	setting,	relegating	the	landfill	
mass	to	the	middle	ground	where	it	is	less	dominant.			

Figure	 4.1‐22,	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 ‐	 Key	 View	 8:	 	 View	 Looking	West	 from	Meadow	Mesa	 Road	
represents	the	view	from	a	public	roadway	on	top	of	the	ridge	to	the	east	of	the	landfill,	approximately	1.5	
miles	away	from	the	alternative	site.	 	The	upper	portions	of	the	landfill	would	be	in	plain	view.	 	This	view	
contrast	with	 the	 views	 from	 below	 since	 the	 level	 top	 elevation	 stands	 out	 as	 a	 contrasting	 form	 to	 the	
adjacent	rounded	hillsides.	 	Also,	the	active	bench	faces	and	daily	trash	handling	areas	would	be	seen	from	
this	 viewpoint.	 	 As	 in	 Figure	 4.1‐20,	 the	 broad	 face	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 disrupt	 the	 existing	 integrity,	
character,	 and	 continuity	 of	 the	mountain	 range.	 	 Viewers	 likely	 to	 see	 the	 landfill	 from	 this	 location	 are	
almost	entirely	local	area	drivers	and	residents.		

Figure	4.1‐22,	which	provides	a	simulation	of	the	landfill	at	an	estimated	50	percent	volume,	shows	that	the	
visual	 impact	 would	 be	 caused	 by	 a	 combination	 of	 the	 landfill	 mass	 and	 the	 excavation	 of	 the	 hillsides	
around	the	landfill.		From	this	viewing	location,	however,	the	disruption	to	the	viewing	scene	at	50	percent	
volume	would	be	much	less	noticeable	than	at	the	completion	of	the	landfill.	

Figure	4.1‐23.	 	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 ‐	Key	View	11:	 	View	Looking	Southwest	 from	Lawrence	Welk	
Drive	 simulates	 the	 landfill	 as	 seen	 from	 Lawrence	Welk	 Drive,	 approximately	 one	mile	 to	 the	 northeast.		
Although	 there	are	many	views	 to	 the	Merriam	Mountains	 from	the	development,	most	are	private	views.	
This	 view	 from	 the	 public	 roadway,	 near	 the	 entrance	 to	 the	 timeshare	 residences	 and	 the	 commercial	
development	would	 be	 seen	 by	many	 viewers	 and	 is	 typical	 of	 views	 from	 the	 public	 portions	 of	 the	 de‐
velopment.	 	 The	 landfill	mass	would	be	 visible	 from	 this	 viewing	 location,	 although	 the	 complexity	 of	 the	
viewing	corridor	would	help	 to	mitigate	 the	 landfill’s	mass	and	elevation.	 	The	alternative’s	 impact	on	 the	
landform	character	of	the	viewing	scene	relates	to	the	filling	of	an	existing	canyon	with	a	new	land	mass	that	
does	 not	 relate	 to	 the	 existing	 topography	 in	 terms	 of	 variation,	 form	 and	 overall	 shape.	 	 Although	 the	
location	of	the	landfill	 in	the	background	of	the	viewing	scene	would	minimize	its	differences	between	the	
existing	hillsides,	the	landfill	would	change	the	character	of	the	ridgeline	by	obstructing	one	of	the	saddles	
between	ridges.		

The	landform	could	be	treated	through	grading	techniques	that	would	add	topographical	undulations	to	the	
top	of	the	landfill	and	eliminate	the	flat	“mesa”	look	to	the	alternative	(MM	Merriam	–	AES‐3).		Because	the	
standard	surface	of	landfill	cover	is	four	to	six	feet	thick,	manipulation	of	this	face	would	require	additional	
fill	material.	The	creation	of	ridges	or	swales	may	concentrate	the	flow	of	water	and	could	cause	erosion	of	
the	 buried	 fill	 materials,	 so	 additional	 surface	 lined	 swales	 or	 sub‐surface	 drainage	 may	 be	 needed.		
However,	the	mounding	of	the	landform	would	decrease	the	visual	impact	from	all	viewing	locations	below	
and	above	the	landfill.		Other	mitigation	measures,	including	landscape	screening,	landform	screening,	rock	
outcrop	 replacement,	 and	 major	 tree	 groupings	 (Merriam	 AES‐1,	 AES‐2,	 AES‐4,	 and	 AES‐5,	 respectively)	
would	also	 reduce	 the	effect	of	 contrast	with	 the	existing	setting	associated	with	 the	 landfill.	 	While	 these	
mitigation	 measures	 would	 decrease	 the	 amount	 of	 contrast	 between	 the	 immediate	 setting	 and	 the	
proposed	landform,	because	of	the	mass	of	the	landfill	and	its	overall	contrast	with	the	area’s	existing	natural	
landforms,	significant	adverse	effects	on	landform	character	would	remain.			
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Mitigation Measures 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	associated	with	alternation	of	
natural	landform	character.		The	following	mitigation	measures	are	proposed:		

MM	Merriam	AES‐1.	 	Landscape	Screening.	 	Landscape	screening	shall	occur	at	strategic	locations	
along	the	perimeter	of	the	site.	 	Existing	mature	trees	shall	be	transplanted	(up	to	6‐12’	
transplanted	box	size),	or	replaced	with	large	trees	(24”	‐36”	box),	or	new	trees	(mixture	
of	 seedling,	 15	 gallon,	 24”	 box	 and	 36”	 box)	 shall	 be	 newly	planted	 in	 key	 locations	 to	
block	views	of	the	landfill.	

MM	Merriam	AES‐2.	 	Landform	Screening.	 	On‐site,	landform	screening	placed	at	the	perimeter	of	
the	site	shall	block	views	of	the	landfill	to	the	maximum	extent	possible.		This	mitigation	
shall	be	implemented	in	conjunction	with	landscape	screening.			

MM	Merriam	AES‐3.	 	Landform	Grading.	 	The	form	of	the	landfill	mass	shall	be	contoured	to	help	
blend	 in	with	 the	natural	 topography	 found	 in	 the	 immediate	area.	 	The	 landfill	 face,	 in	
particular,	shall	be	made	to	 incorporate	gentle	grading	and	curvilinear	shapes	 to	mimic	
the	surrounding	hillsides.		The	highest	elevations	of	the	landfill,	usually	finished	as	a	flat	
“mesa,”	 shall	 be	 mounded	 to	 avoid	 introducing	 straight	 lines	 and	 flat	 landforms.		
Likewise,	the	slope	and	run	of	the	face	of	the	landfill	shall	be	altered	to	avoid	creation	of	
an	 undifferentiated	 pyramid‐like	wall.	 	 Benching	 notches	 shall	 be	 backfilled	 up	 against	
the	 base	 of	 the	 slope	 to	 round	 out	 the	 obvious	 bench	 notches	 that	 show	 up	 when	
silhouetted	against	the	sky.		Tight	right	angle	corners	and	straight	line	benches	(as	seen	
from	above)	shall	be	avoided	and	replaced	with	more	curvilinear	forms.		The	surcharge	of	
this	landform	weight	and	volume	shall	also	be	taken	into	account.	

MM	Merriam	 AES‐4.	 	 Rock	 Outcrop	 Replacement.	 	 Rock	 outcrops	 and	 large	 boulders	 shall	 be	
stockpiled	 and	 placed	 in	 strategic	 locations	 to	 help	 blend	 graded	 surfaces	 with	 the	
dominant	textures	of	the	area.		Rocks	shall	be	placed	around	the	edges	of	the	landfill	face	
and	top	surface.		Placements	shall	incorporate	relatively	large	boulders	and	shall	appear	
in	 natural	 arrangements.	 	 Most	 of	 these	 boulders	 shall	 be	 located	 on	 additional	 clay‐
capped	 fill	 with	 subsurface	 drainage	 to	 ensure	 no	 runoff	 enters	 into	 the	 landfill	 from	
around	the	rock	formations.		

MM	Merriam	AES‐5.		Major	Tree	Groupings.		Groups	of	tree	plantings	shall	used	on	the	landfill	mass	
to	 blend	 the	 transition	 between	 landfill	 and	 surrounding	 landform.	 	 For	 a	 mass	 to	 be	
noticeable,	 6‐12	 trees	 in	 a	 grouping	 shall	 be	 considered	 the	 minimum,	 depending	 on	
location.	

Visual Quality 

Criterion:	 	An	alternative	would	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	clearly	contrast	
with	the	existing	visual	elements	of	a	moderate	or	high	quality	landscape	assessment	unit.		This	contrast	must	
be	clearly	visible	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers	and	the	contrast	must	dominate	the	visual	scene	to	
the	point	where	the	character	and	quality	of	the	immediate	area	is	permanently	and	adversely	degraded.			
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Impact	 Statement	 Merriam	 AES‐2:	 	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 contrast	 with	 the	
existing	visual	elements	of	a	high	quality	landscape.		Implementation	of	mitigation	measures,	such	as	
landscape	screening,	revegetation	with	native	plants,	contrast	and	color	matching,	texture	matching	
and	other	measures	would	 reduce	 impacts.	 	The	alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	but	 less	 than	
significant	adverse,	effect	with	respect	to	visual	quality.			

As	shown	in	Figure	4.1‐20,	the	slope/face	of	the	landfill	mass,	even	with	revegetation,	would	contrast	with	
the	native	undeveloped	slopes.	 	The	contrast	would	disrupt	and	segment	the	intact	nature	of	the	mountain	
range,	 which	 would	 make	 the	 landfill	 much	 more	 noticeable.	 As	 viewed	 from	 I‐15	 (Figure	 4.1‐20)	 and	
Meadow	Mesa	Road	(Figure	4.1‐22),	the	differentiated	slope,	color,	and	texture	of	the	landfill	would	disrupt	
the	existing	integrity	character,	and	continuity	of	the	natural	hillsides.	 	It	is	possible	that	ancillary	facilities	
would	be	located	in	the	area	shown	in	the	foreground	of	the	view	from	Meadow	Mesa	Road	(Figure	4.1‐22).		
These	facilities	would	present	their	own,	unique	impacts	to	the	viewing	scene	as	well	as	draw	attention	to	
the	 landfill	 behind.	 	 	 Although	 the	 landfill	would	 be	 located	 in	 the	 background	of	 the	 viewing	 scene	 from	
Lawrence	 Welk	 Drive	 (Figure	 4.1‐23),	 the	 differences	 in	 color	 and	 texture	 between	 the	 landfill	 and	 the	
existing	hillsides	would	still	be	visible.	

The	alternative’s	adverse	effect	on	the	visual	quality	of	the	viewing	scene	relates	to	contrasting	colors	and	
textures	 and	 the	 replacement	 of	 native,	 undisturbed	 plant	 material	 with	 erosion	 prevention	 minimal	
revegetation,	which	 tend	 to	 be	mono‐type	 in	 form.	 	 New	 elements	 such	 as	 drainage	 channels	 and	 piping	
would	also	add	to	the	contrast	with	the	natural	setting.			

In	order	to	reduce	contrast,	major	tree	groupings	(MM	Merriam	AES‐5)	as	well	as	native	revegetation	and	
rock	 outcrop	 replacement	 (MM	 Merriam	 AES‐4)	 would	 be	 required	 along	 the	 edges	 of	 the	 landfill.	 	 A	
transitional	 blending	 of	 the	 flat	 landfill	 face	would	 be	 undertaken	 along	 the	 bottom	 and	 perimeter	 edges	
where	 it	 meets	 the	 existing	 terrain	 (MM	 Merriam	 AES‐3).	 Large	 boulders	 and	 trees	 would	 be	 placed	 to	
resemble	natural	drainage	channels.	Special	accommodations	would	be	required	for	trees	set	along	the	edge	
of	 the	 landfill,	 as	 roots	 could	 penetrate	 the	 landfill	 containment	 soil	 layer	 and	 allow	 water	 into	 the	 fill,	
speeding	decomposition.		

Permanent	slopes	would	need	to	be	stabilized	with	native	grasses	and	other	native,	shallow	rooted	plants	
(MM	Merriam	AES‐6).	 	 In	some	cases,	there	may	be	changes	and/or	transition	to	these	slopes	based	up	on	
the	phasing	of	the	landfill	development.	In	these	areas,	more	temporary	erosion	control	techniques	would	be	
utilized.	Drainage	and	methane	extraction	structures	and	pipes	would	be	painted	or	be	made	of	materials	
that	 fit	 into	 the	 local	 color	environment	 (MM	Merriam	AES‐7)	 that	match	adjacent	 textures	 (MM	Merriam	
AES‐8).	 	Temporary	revegetation	would	be	required	on	the	active	face	of	the	landfill	(MM	Merriam	AES‐6).		
Any	interim	slope	that	is	anticipated	to	remain	beyond	one	full	year	would	to	receive	revegetation	through	at	
least	 hydroseeding.	 The	 permanent	 slopes	 and	 all	 areas	 of	 the	 landfill	 that	 are	 considered	 to	 be	 visually	
prominent	 would	 need	 to	 be	 permanently	 revegetated	 as	 soon	 as	 practical,	 with	 a	 combination	 of	 plant	
materials	 including	 hydroseeding,	 seedlings,	 and	 containerized	 plants.	 	 Once	 closure	 of	 the	 landfill	 is	
achieved	 and	 final	 cover	 is	 completed,	 a	 vegetative	 surface	 cover	 utilizing	 native	 plant	 species	 shall	 be	
established.	 	MM	Merriam	AES‐9	would	 provide	 for	 blending	 of	 engineered	 structures	with	 natural	 slope	
colors.			
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With	 these	mitigation	measures,	 the	 differentiation	 between	 the	 color	 and	 texture	 of	 the	 landfill	 and	 the	
surrounding	natural	environment	would	be	reduced.	Further,	by	using	natural	materials/textures	to	blend	
undisturbed	 slopes	 with	 the	 landfill	 surfaces,	 the	 appearance	 of	 the	 landfill’s	 prominence	 would	 be	
decreased.	While	 the	 landfill	would	 still	be	noticeable	and	 recognizable,	with	 the	 implementation	of	 these	
mitigation	measures	 impacts	 to	visual	quality	would	be	adverse,	but	 significant	adverse	effects	would	not	
occur.		

Mitigation Measures 

Adverse	impacts	associated	with	natural	visual	quality	are	anticipated.	 	The	following	mitigation	measures	
are	proposed:	

MM	Merriam	 ‐	AES‐6.	 	Native	 revegetation	and	 landscaping.	 	 All	 planted	 areas	 shall	 use	 native	
species	to	increase	long	term	survivability	planted	material	and	to	increase	compatibility	
with	surrounding	vegetation.		Existing	vegetation	species	in	the	vicinity	of	the	alternative	
shall	 be	 used	 or	 emulated	 for	 landscape	 plantings.	 	 The	 plant	 communities	 found	 on	
surrounding	hilltops,	slopes,	and	valleys	adjacent	to	the	landfill	shall	be	matched.		Where	
a	 tree,	 shrub,	 or	 groundcover	 is	 needed	 to	 serve	 a	 specific	 purpose,	 and	where	 native	
material	 is	 not	 appropriate,	 then	 non‐native	 species	 shall	 be	 allowed.	 	 Any	 non‐native	
species	must	have	naturalized	to	the	local	conditions	or	have	the	appearance	of	relating	
to	 the	 adjacent	 native	 species.	 	 Appearance	 of	 color	 and	 texture	 shall	 be	 matched,	
followed	by	 consistency	 in	 relative	 size	 and	 form.	 	Where	 changes	and/or	 transition	 to	
slopes	 are	 based	 up	 on	 the	 phasing	 of	 the	 landfill	 development,	 temporary	 erosion	
control	 techniques	 shall	 be	 utilized.	 	 Drainage	 and	 methane	 extraction	 structures	 and	
pipes	shall	be	painted	or	be	made	of	materials	 that	 fit	 into	 the	 local	 color	environment	
that	match	adjacent	 textures.	 	On	 the	active	 face	of	 the	 landfill,	 temporary	revegetation	
shall	be	required.	 	Any	 interim	slope	 that	 is	anticipated	 to	remain	beyond	one	 full	year	
shall	receive	revegetation	through	at	 least	hydroseeding.	 	The	permanent	slopes	and	all	
areas	 of	 the	 landfill	 that	 are	 considered	 to	 be	 visually	 prominent	 shall	 be	 permanently	
revegetated	 as	 soon	 as	 practical,	 with	 a	 combination	 of	 plant	 materials	 including	
hydroseeding,	seedlings,	and	containerized	plants.	

	 The	plantings	shall	be	irrigated	by	a	temporary	above	ground	spray	irrigation	system.		All	
supplemental	 irrigation	shall	be	removed	once	 the	planting	has	completely	covered	 the	
landfill	face	and	is	established	(generally	3‐5	years	from	installation).	

	 Once	closure	of	the	landfill	is	achieved	and	final	cover	is	completed,	a	vegetative	surface	
cover	utilizing	native	plant	species	shall	be	established.	 	The	species	must	exhibit	rapid	
germination	 and	 be	 self‐sowing.	 	 The	 cover	 shall	 be	 comprised	 of	 low	 volume	 fire	
retardant	species	with	low	maintenance	requirements.		The	following	are	erosion	control	
and	revegetation	techniques	that	shall	be	implemented:	

 Application	of	non‐living	mulching	materials;	

 Application	of	living	mulching	materials	such	as	mycorrhizal	soil	components;	

 Installation	of	geotextile	netting	and/or	grids;	

 Chemical	soil	stabilization;	
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 Temporary	vegetative	nurse	crop	establishment;	

 Surface	soil	scarification;	

 Slope	grading	and	terracing	techniques;	

 Drainage	collection	techniques;	

 Permanent	irrigated	refined	seed	mix	plantings;	

 Temporary	non‐irrigated	nurse	crop	plantings;	and/or	

 Transitional	temporarily	irrigated	native	seed	mix	plantings.	

MM	Merriam	–	AES‐7.	 	Replanted	Areas.	 	All	 areas	 shall	 be	 replanted	 in	 such	a	manner	 that	will	
decrease	 the	 amount	 of	 color	 contrast	 with	 surrounding	 areas.	 	 This	 shall	 be	
accomplished	 through	 the	use	of	native	plant	materials	 including	grassland	species	and	
through	 the	use	of	paint	on	visible	buildings,	 structures,	poles	and	 fencing.	 	Temporary	
revegetation	in	the	planting	of	slopes	shall	be	selected	according	to	colors	and	textures	to	
reduce	contrast.	

MM	Merriam	–	AES‐8.	 	Texture	Matching.	 	All	 revegetation	 in	combination	with	 the	rocks,	native	
plants,	trees,	color,	and	landform	mitigations	shall	match	the	texture	of	the	surrounding	
areas	and	produce	compatible	textures.		

MM	Merriam	–	AES‐9.	 	Engineering	Structures	Adjustments.	 	Brow	ditches	 shall	 be	 constructed	
with	outside	bench	lips	slightly	higher	than	inside	edges	and	integral	concrete	color	shall	
be	used	that	matches	a	darker	soil	type	for	all	gunite	ditches.		Pipelines	connecting	brow	
ditches	 shall	 blend	with	 final	 landfill	 slope	 colors	 and	 shall	 not	 stay	 a	 reflective	 tin	 or	
galvanized	color.		Pipe	paintings	shall	use	a	combination	of	colors	that	match	the	context	
of	 the	 area	 that	 the	 pipeline	 section	 is	 passing	 through.	 	 Variations	 in	 color	 shall	 be	
incorporated.	

Visual Resources   

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	the	loss	or	
significant	 degradation	 of	 a	 substantial	 amount	 of	 the	 physical	 resources	 that	 make	 up	 the	 local	 visual	
character.		These	physical	resources	include	vegetation,	rock	structures,	naturally	appearing	water,	structures,	
or	 landforms	 that	make	up	 the	 individual	 visual	 resources	and	 contribute	 to	 the	 character	of	 the	 landscape	
assessment	unit.			

Impact	 Statement	 Merriam	 AES‐3:	 	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 impact	 the	 area’s	
natural	 visual	 resources,	 including	 native	 vegetation	 and	 rock	 outcrops.	 	 However,	 with	 the	
implementation	 of	 mitigation	 measures	 to	 require	 replanting	 with	 native	 vegetation	 and	
replacement	of	rock	outcrops,	 impacts	would	be	reduced.	 	The	alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	
but	not	significant	adverse,	effect	on	visual	resources.	

The	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 the	 removal	 or	 substantial	 adverse	 change	 of	 one	 or	 more	 features	 that	
contribute	 to	 the	 area’s	 valued	 visual	 character	 including	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 native	 vegetation	 and	 rock	
outcrops	 located	 within	 the	 footprint	 of	 the	 landfill	 and	 ancillary	 facilities.	 	 	 These	 resources	 would	 be	
replaced	by	the	built	form	of	the	landfill	operation.	 	Because	the	existing	vegetation	and	rock	outcroppings	
contribute	 to	 the	 valued	 visual	 character	 of	 the	 localized	 area,	 the	 impact	 to	 these	 resources	 would	 be	
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adverse.	 	However,	 implementation	of	mitigation	measures	 that	 require	 the	 replacement	of	 rock	outcrops	
(MM	Merriam	AES‐4)	and	revegetation	with	native	and	maintain	 landscaping	(MM	Merriam	AES‐6)	would	
reduce	 impacts.	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 have	 an	 adverse,	 but	 not	 significant	 adverse,	 effect	 on	 visual	
resources.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 not	 have	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 with	 respect	 to	 visual	
resources.			No	additional	mitigation	measures	beyond	those	described	above	are	proposed.				

View Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	result	in	an	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	highly	contrast	and	dominate	
the	viewing	scene	 to	 the	point	where	 the	view	 scene	quality	 is	 substantially	degraded.	The	alternative	would	
block	a	 substantial	 percentage	 of	an	 existing	 view	 corridor	 of	a	 regionally	 or	 subregionally	 important	 view	
scene,	or	prevent	the	physical	or	visual	access	to	a	viewing	point	from	which	the	viewing	scene	can	be	seen.			

Impact	 Statement	 Merriam	 AES‐4:	 	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 have	 a	 significant	
adverse	effect	with	respect	to	view	quality	by	blocking	an	existing	ridgeline	and	portions	of	views	of	
the	sky,	and	by	creating	a	new	ridgeline	that	dominates	the	viewing	scene	in	a	natural	setting.			

Shown	in	Figure	4.1‐20	(Key	View	2),	the	primary	view	from	the	northbound	lanes	of	I‐15	would	be	of	the	
landfill’s	massive	 scale.	 	When	 compared	 to	 the	 existing	 condition,	 the	 viewing	 corridor	 provided	 by	 the	
existing	canyon	to	the	upper	reaches	of	the	ridgeline	would	be	lost.		The	effect	of	filling	the	canyon	would	be	
twofold.		It	would	result	in	the	loss	of	views	to	the	ridgeline	of	the	Merriam	Mountains	as	well	as	the	loss	of	a	
portion	of	the	sky,	which	interfaces	with	the	mountain	ridgeline.		The	alternative’s	adverse	effect	on	the	view	
quality	results	from	the	filling	the	existing	view	corridor	into	the	Merriam	Mountains,	which	blocks	views	to	
the	ridgeline	from	some	viewing	locations.		This	impact	is	considered	a	significant	adverse	effect	since	it	not	
only	blocks	the	view	corridor	but	also	changes	the	quality	of	the	viewing	scene.		

Mitigation Measures 

No	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 are	 available	 to	 reduce	 the	 alternative’s	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 with	
respect	to	view	quality.		

Neighborhood Character 

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 prevent	 the	
attainment	 of	 a	 design	 or	 other	 aesthetic	 goal	 that	 is	 part	 of	 an	 adopted	 community	 plan	 or	 other	 County	
approved	document.	 	This	visual	 character	 type	 is	determined	by	 line,	 form,	 color,	 contrast,	 texture,	 cultural	
features,	scale	and	other	elements	that	contribute	to	the	character	of	the	neighborhood	and	that	are	identified	
as	important	to	the	community.		

Impact	Statement	Merriam	AES‐5:	 	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	not	be	consistent	with	
the	goals	of	the	County’s	designated	Resource	Conservation	Area,	the	I‐15	Subregional	Plan,	and	the	
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County	General	Plan	with	respect	to	the	preservation	of	ridgelines.			Therefore,	the	alternative	would	
have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	neighborhood	character.		

The	Merriam	Mountain	 property	 is	 located	within	 the	 North	 County	Metropolitan	 Subregional	 Plan	 area.		
Policy	14	of	the	Subregional	Plan	requires	the	designation	of	Resource	Conservation	Areas	(RCAs),	of	which	
the	 Merriam	 Mountains	 are	 designated	 as	 Resource	 Conservation	 Area	 #23.	 	 	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative	is	partially	located	within	this	RCA.		While	the	goal	of	the	RCA	is	to	design	development	in	a	way	
that	minimally	impacts	sensitive	resources,	the	landfill	alternative	has	few	variables	that	can	be	sufficiently	
changed	 to	avoid	 impacts,	especially	 to	visual	 resources.	 	 	As	such,	 the	alternative	would	conflict	with	 the	
objectives	of	the	Subregional	Plan.	

In	addition,	the	alternative	is	located	within	the	I‐15	Subregional	Plan	area,	a	purpose	of	which	is	to	promote	
orderly	development	and	to	protect	environmental	resources.	 	A	standard	set	forth	in	the	I‐15	Subregional	
Plan	 is	 to	 discourage	 ridgeline	 development.	 	 While	 the	 alternative	 would	 not	 extend	 to	 the	 top	 of	 the	
existing	 ridgelines,	 its	 elevation	 above	 the	 freeway	 and	 canyon	 floor	would	have	 the	 effect	 of	 obstructing	
views	of	the	ridgeline.		The	alternative	would	also	create	a	new,	artificial	ridgeline	for	viewers.		The	scale	of	
impact	to	the	viewing	scene	would	be	determined	by	the	final	form/silhouette	of	the	new	ridgeline;	however,	
standard	landfill	topography	would	not	match	existing	landscape	forms	and	would	create	an	inconsistency	
with	this	standard.		

The	 property	 is	 primarily	 designated	 as	 Rural	 Lands	 (RL	 20)	 under	 the	 County	 General	 Plan.	 	 This	
designation	is	intended	to	allow	low	density	residential	and	agricultural	uses.		The	General	Plan	also	contains	
several	aesthetic	goals	and	policies	that	would	be	applicable	to	the	site.		A	comparison	of	the	alternative	to	
other	applicable	goals	of	the	General	Plan	(see	Section	4.10,	Land	Use	and	Planning,	in	this	EIS)	indicates	that	
the	 alternative	would	not	be	 consistent	with	 the	 goal	 to	preserve	 ridgelines	because	would	 create	 a	 new,	
artificial	 ridgeline.	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	with	 goals	 related	 to	 preservation	 of	 dark	 skies.		
Mitigation	measures	would	lessen	visual	quality	and	visual	resources	impacts	with	respect	the	preservation	
of	 rural	 character	 and	 scenic	 resources.	 	 However,	 because	 the	 alternative	 would	 not	 meet	 the	 goal	 to	
preserve	ridgelines	and	would	not	be	consistent	with	the	underlying	Rural	Lands	designation,	the	alternative	
would	 have	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 goals	 of	 the	 North	 County	 Metropolitan	
Subregional	Plan,	County	General	Plan	and	other	subregional	plans.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	associated	with	inconsistency	
with	the	North	County	Metropolitan	Subregional	Plan,	I‐15	Subregional	Plan,	and	General	Plan.		No	feasible	
mitigation	measures	are	available	to	reduce	the	significant	adverse	effects.	

Dark Skies	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	would	create	a	new	source	of	substantial	
light	or	glare	that	would	adversely	affect	nighttime	views	in	the	area.	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	AES‐6:		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	operate	during	daytime	
hours	 and	would	 be	 consistent	with	 County’s	 Light	 Pollution	 Code	 (Code	 Section	 59.101),	which	
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requires	 shielding	 and	 downward	 direction	 of	 exterior	 lighting.	 	 Therefore,	 no	 adverse	 effects	
regarding	dark	skies	would	occur.							

Except	for	winter	months,	when	some	trucks	would	arrive	during	early	nightfall	(late	afternoon),	operation	
would	 occur	 in	 the	 daytime.	 	 Security	 lighting	 would	 be	 used	 within	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	 but	 no	
illuminated	 signage,	 landscape	 lighting,	 or	 upward	 building	 lighting	 would	 be	 used.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	
alternative	would	be	required	to	comply	with	the	County’s	Light	Pollution	Ordinance	(Code	Section	59.101),	
which	 establishes	 lamp	 and	 shielding	 requirements	 and	 hours	 of	 operation	 standards	 that	 have	 been	
determined	 to	 effectively	 reduce	 impacts	 on	 dark	 skies.	 	 Because	 the	 alternative	 would	 primarily	 be	 a	
daytime	operation	and	would	be	consistent	with	the	Code	Section	59.101,	it	would	not	result	in	an	adverse	
effect	on	nighttime	views.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 not	 cause	 adverse	 changes	 in	 night	 lighting	 conditions.	 	 No	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

4.1.7  EAST OTAY MESA ALTERNATIVE 

The	following	discussion	is	based	on	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Visual	Impact	Assessment	Technical	Report:	East	Otay	
Mesa	Landfill	(KTU+A,	2012).			

4.1.7.1  Affected Environment  

The	visual	resource	study	area	is	located	in	unincorporated	south	San	Diego	County,	approximately	0.25	mile	
north	 of	 the	 international	 border	 with	 Mexico.	 	 The	 regional	 thoroughfares	 of	 SR	 125	 and	 SR	 905	 pass	
approximately	 2.5	miles	 to	 the	west	 of	 the	 alternative	 site.	 	 	 The	Otay	Mesa	 border	 crossing	with	Mexico	
(Otay	Mesa	Port	of	Entry)	is	approximately	2.6	miles	to	the	southwest.		The	designated	land	use	for	the	site	is	
Public/Semi‐Public	Lands	(Solid	Waste	Facility).	 	The	site	 is	situated	in	the	foothills	of	the	Otay	Mountains	
and	 the	 land	surrounding	 the	site	of	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 is	primarily	vacant/undeveloped	 land	
and	agricultural	land.	Rural	Lands	(RL‐40)	adjoin	the	alternative	site	to	the	north,	east	and	southeast.	 	The	
RL‐40	 lands	 are	 relatively	narrow,	beyond	which	 are	Public	Agency	Lands.	 	 The	East	Otay	Mesa	Business	
Park	Specific	Plan	and	respective	light	industrial	development	borders	the	site	on	the	west.	 	Many	of	these	
industrial	uses	are	large‐scale	office/warehouse	businesses	that	support	much	of	the	semi‐truck	traffic	that	
crosses	the	U.S./Mexico	border	at	the	Otay	Mesa	checkpoint.		Two	detention	centers	(Donovan	State	Prison	
and	George	F.	Baley	Detention	Center)	are	located	to	the	north	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Specific	Plan	area.			

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	located	on	the	southwest‐facing	foothills	of	the	Otay	Mountains	and	is	
visible	 from	 Mexico	 and	 areas	 in	 the	 U.S.	 to	 the	 southwest	 of	 the	 site.	 	 Aerial	 imagery	 reveals	 that	 the	
respective	area	 in	Mexico	contains	a	mix	of	compact	single	 family	homes,	sporadic	small‐scale	commercial	
structures,	 and	 large‐scale	warehouse/industrial	buildings.	 	Access	 to	viewing	 locations	 to	 the	north,	 east,	
and	south	of	 the	site	 is	restricted	by	 the	ridge	 forming	the	edges	of	 the	canyon.	 	Of	 the	accessible	viewing	
locations,	the	most	significant	public	viewing	locations	are	public	roadways.		Several	dirt	roadways	traverse	
the	site,	but	otherwise,	the	site	generally	remains	in	its	natural	state.			
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The	site	 is	surrounded	by	undeveloped	hillsides	to	the	north	and	east	consisting	of	old	grazing	lands.	 	The	
undeveloped	 hillside	 landscape	 character	 area	 refers	 to	 the	 natural,	 undisturbed	 slopes	 of	 the	 hills,	
mountains,	and	valleys	surrounding	the	site.	The	unique	visual	environment	created	by	these	hillsides	comes	
from	 the	 native	 plant	 communities	 and	 distinctive	 ridgelines.	 The	 hills/mountains	 themselves	 serve	 as	
landmarks	to	the	surrounding	lowlands	and	canyons	and	create	a	dynamic	visual	backdrop.	

The	SR	125/SR	905	corridors	 in	 the	western	extent	of	 the	study	area	do	not	 include	 freeway	 landscaping	
beyond	 the	 native/invasive	 species	 that	 have	 established	 themselves	 in	 the	 median	 and	 shoulder	 zones.		
Neither	SR	125	nor	SR	905	is	designated	as	a	scenic	highway.	 	A	commercial	services	area,	 including	retail	
and	food	service	establishments,	is	located	near	SR	905	at	Siempre	Viva	Road.		

Figure	4.1‐24,	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	‐	Landscape	Character	Unit	Visual	Quality	and	Evaluation	Summary,	
illustrates	the	visual	quality	categories	of	the	surrounding	area.	 	Figure	4.1‐25,	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative‐
Key	View	Photo	Locations,	 illustrates	key	views	that	represent	typical	views	and	viewing	angles	as	seen	by	
different	viewer	groups.		Specific	viewpoints	locations	include:	

 Candidate	Key	View	1:	SR	125/Otay	Mesa	Road;	

 Candidate	Key	View	2:		Otay	Mesa	Road	at	Alta	Road;	

 Candidate	Key	View	3:		Alta	Road;	

 Candidate	Key	View	4:		Airway	Road;	

 Candidate	Key	View	5:		Siempre	Viva	Road;	and	Candidate	View	Otay	6:		Lake	County	Park.	

Candidate	Key	Views	1,	2,	and	4	were	selected	 for	 full	 simulation	and	analysis	 in	 this	report	because	 they	
most	clearly	display	the	visual	effects	of	the	alternative.	

4.1.7.2 Design Features  

Design	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	would	 be	 implemented	 under	 the	
East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative,	 as	 applicable.	 	 These	 would	 include	 painting	 structures,	 pipelines	 and	 other	
facilities	 to	help	blend	 them	 into	 the	background	of	 the	areas	 that	 they	are	 traversing;	grading	of	benches	
and	lifts	to	minimize	the	significant	landform	character	impact;	blending	of	created	landforms	with	adjacent	
landforms	by	manipulating	the	landform	to	resemble	or	meld	with	its	surroundings;	planting	to	create	the	
pattern	resembling	the	adjacent	vegetation	matrix	and	its	colors;	incorporating	boulders	into	the	final	grades	
to	 create	 the	 rocky	 texture	 of	 the	 surrounding	 hillsides;	 planting	 mature	 trees	 to	 screen	 structures	 and	
ancillary	facilities;	and	screening	of	borrow/stockpile	or	rock	crushing	facilities.			

In	 addition,	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Recycling	 Collection	 Center	 and	 Landfill	 Ordinance,	 September	 14,	 2009	
provides	 for	 mitigation	 related	 to	 aesthetics,	 as	 follows:	 	 Section	 5,	 Mitigation	 Measures,	 Subsection	 I,	
Aesthetics:	 	 “In	 order	 to	mitigate	 visual	 impacts	 assocaited	 with	 the	 project,	 the	 project	 proponent	 shall	
employ	extensive	use	of	 landscaping	emphazing	native	vegetation,	 and	 rounding/undulation	of	 slopes	 	on	
the	refuse	column	and	changes	in	slope	angles.		All	landscaping	shall	be	performed	by	a	licensed	landscape	
architect	in	the	State	of	California.		The	licensed	architect	shall	prepare	a	detailed	landscape	plan	designed	to	
minimize	 the	 visual	 impact	 with	 the	 project	 to	 the	maximum	 feasible	 extent.	 	 The	 plan	 prepared	 by	 the	
licensed	architect	shall	be	implemented	by	the	project	proponent	upon	completion.”	
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4.1.7.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Landform Character 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	a	permanent	
adverse	change	in	the	natural	landform	character	of	a	scenic	area.		This	change	must	not	only	be	noticeable	to	a	
moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers,	but	the	contrast	must	dominate	other	adjacent	landforms.			

Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 AES‐1:	 	 The	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 would	minimally	 affect	 the	
character	of	the	natural	landform	as	viewed	from	typical	viewing	 locations.	 	The	existing	mountain	
ridgeline	would	 remain	 intact,	and	with	 implementation	of	design	 features	 to	blend	 the	 landform	
with	 the	natural	 setting,	 this	alternative	would	not	have	 a	 significant	 	adverse	 effect	on	 landform	
character.			

As	shown	in	Figure	4.1‐25	(Key	View	Photo	Locations),	the	landfill	would	be	visible	from	key	candidate	view	
locations,	either	near	views	of	the	landfill	or	more	distant	views.		Figure	4.1‐26,	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	‐	
Key	View	1:	 	SR	125/Otay	Mesa	Road,	 shows	 the	potential	 impacts	 to	 the	viewing	scene	as	 seen	 from	Otay	
Mesa	Road	at	the	SR	125	off	ramp,	approximately	2.5	miles	to	the	west	of	the	site.		This	key	view	represents	
the	 view	 for	 residents,	workers,	 and	 area	 drivers.	 	 The	mountains	 represent	 an	 element	with	 high	 visual	
quality.	 	 From	 this	 viewing	 location,	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 landfill	 that	 is	 visible	 would	minimally	 affect	 the	
natural	landform.		

Figure	4.1‐27,	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 ‐	Key	View	2:	 	Otay	Mesa	Road	at	Alta	Road,	shows	 the	potential	
impacts	 to	 views	 from	Otay	Mesa	Road	 at	 Alta	Road,	 approximately	 one	mile	 to	 the	west	 of	 the	 site.	 The	
simulation	 shows	 that	 the	 addition	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 be	moderately	 intrusive.	 	 The	 top	 of	 the	 landfill	
would	 be	 visible	 above	 some	 of	 the	middle	 ground	 ridges,	 but	 the	 horizontal	 shape	 of	 the	 landfill	would	
match	the	sprawling	nature	of	the	mountains.		Several	existing	eucalyptus	trees	would	also	help	to	break	up	
the	mass	of	 the	 landfill.	 	Viewers	 from	this	 location	 include	workers	and	 local	area	drivers.	 	As	with	other	
typical	 view	 locations,	 the	portion	of	 the	 landfill	 that	would	be	 visible	would	minimally	 affect	 the	natural	
landform.	

Figure	4.1‐28,	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	–	Key	View	4:	Airway	Road,	represents	the	view	from	Airway	Road,	
approximately	one	mile	to	the	west	of	the	site.		The	viewing	scene	provides	a	completely	unobstructed	view	
of	the	Otay	Mountain	foothills	and	the	surrounding	undeveloped	land.	This	simulation	shows	a	view	typical	
for	workers	and	local	area	drivers.		Figure	4.1‐28	also	provides	a	simulation	of	the	landfill	at	an	estimated	50	
percent	volume.	 	The	simulation	shows	 that	 the	visibility	and	character	of	 the	 landfill	at	50	percent	 full	 is	
similar	 to	 that	 of	 the	 completed	 landfill,	 although	 the	 highest	 extent	 of	 the	 landfill	 mass	 is	 lower.	 	 	 The	
simulation	 indicates	 that	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 revegetated	 landfill	 that	 is	 visible	 from	 this	 viewing	 location	
would	minimally	affect	the	natural	landform.	However,	the	unvegetated	landfill	as	the	landfill	is	being	filled	
would	produce	a	moderately	adverse	change	to	 the	 landform.	 	With	hydroseeding	of	new	excavations	and	
slopes	and	revegetation	as	design	features	of	the	alternative,	the	alternative	would	not	result	in	a	significant	
adverse	change	in	the	natural	landform	character	of	a	scenic	area.			

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	regarding	natural	landform	character	would	not	be	adverse.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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Visual Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	have	a	 significant	adverse	 effect	 if	 the	alternative	 clearly	 contrasts	with	 the	
existing	visual	elements	of	a	moderate	or	high	quality	landscape	assessment	unit.		This	contrast	must	be	clearly	
visible	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers	and	the	contrast	must	dominate	the	visual	scene	to	the	point	
where	the	character	and	quality	of	the	immediate	area	is	permanently	and	adversely	degraded.			

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	AES‐2:		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	contrast	with	the	existing	
visual	elements	of	a	high	quality	 landscape.	 	However,	with	 the	 implementation	of	design	 features	
and	mitigation	provided	under	Proposition	A,	Section	5,	significant	adverse	visual	effects	would	not	
occur.			

Visual	elements	within	the	context	of	the	site	are	generally	large	in	scale;	the	mountains	and	the	mesa	span	
large	areas	and	create	a	sense	of	vastness	and	openness.	Even	the	Otay	River	valley	to	the	northwest	of	the	
site	is	a	broad	riparian	plain	which	extends	for	miles.	The	areas	with	the	highest	visual	quality	are	generally	
located	to	the	north	and	east	of	 the	alternative	site.	The	 landscape	character	representing	the	only	area	of	
high	visual	quality	is	the	undeveloped	hillside	character.	Much	of	the	developed	areas	surrounding	the	site	
(including	graded	lots	with	no	structures)	exhibit	a	moderate	visual	quality,	containing	some	elements	that	
are	 balanced	 and	memorable,	 but	 others	 that	 are	 chaotic	 and/or	 unremarkable.	 The	 scattered	 industrial	
sites,	the	detention	centers,	and	the	freeway	landscape	are	examples	of	areas	with	low	visual	quality.	

The	dominant	color	pattern	of	 the	site	relates	to	 the	native	chaparral	and	sage	cover	of	 the	area.	Even	the	
disturbed	 foothills	 of	 the	mountains	 exhibit	 the	 dominant	 green	 and	brown	vegetation	 and	 rock	outcrops	
present	on	the	hillsides.	

Impacts	on	visual	quality	would	vary	from	location	to	location.			As	shown	in	Figure	4.1‐26	(East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	–	Key	View	1),	the	mountains	represent	an	element	with	high	visual	quality,	while	the	road	and	
industrial	development	have	moderate	to	low	visual	quality.		The	viewing	scene	is	moderately	organized,	but	
utility	poles	add	clutter	to	the	viewing	corridor.		Only	the	northern	portion	of	the	landfill	mass	can	be	seen	
from	 this	 viewing	 location,	 the	 remainder	 is	 obscured	 by	 roadside	 development	 and	 utility	 poles.	 	 This	
portion	 of	 the	 landfill	 is	 flat	 and	 appears	 in	 the	 bottom	 third	 of	 the	 existing	mountains.	 	 Because	 of	 the	
already	 compromised	 character	 of	 the	 viewing	 scene,	 and	 the	 small	 amount	 of	 the	 area	 disturbed	 by	 the	
landfill,	 the	alternative	would	not	cause	an	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	the	visual	quality	or	character	of	
the	viewing	scene.		This	key	view	represents	the	view	for	residents,	workers,	and	area	drivers.	The	number	
of	viewers	at	this	location	is	high.	

In	 Figure	 4.1‐27	 (East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 –	 Key	 View	 2),	 the	 scene	 is	 characterized	 as	 mostly	
undeveloped,	with	several	 scattered	 trees,	native/non‐native	grasses,	and	 informal	dirt	 roads	crossing	 the	
foreground/middle	ground.	There	are	currently	no	structures	within	the	viewing	scene,	although	this	may	
change	with	 future	development.	 	 The	natural	 colors	 and	 forms	of	 the	plants	 and	Otay	Mountain	 foothills	
dominate	the	scene	and	present	a	high	visual	quality,	even	though	the	intactness	and	organization	are	less	
than	pristine.	The	simulation	shows	that	the	addition	of	the	landfill	is	moderately	intrusive.		Contrasts	with	
the	existing	visual	environment	would	be	greatest	during	the	interim	stages	in	which	the	dirt	would	be	bare.		
However,	 revegetation	with	 native	 species	 under	 the	 Proposition	 A	mitigation	measure	would	 effectively	
camouflage	 the	new	 land	mass.	 	The	 top	of	 the	 landfill	would	be	visible	above	some	of	 the	middle	ground	
ridges,	 but	 the	 horizontal	 shape	 of	 the	 landfill	 matches	 the	 sprawling	 nature	 of	 the	 mountains.	 Several	
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eucalyptus	trees	also	help	to	break	up	to	the	mass	of	the	landfill.		Viewers	from	this	location	include	workers	
and	local	area	drivers.	

From	Airway	Road	(Figure	4.1‐28,	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	–	Key	View	4),	the	viewing	scene	provides	a	
completely	unobstructed	view	of	 the	Otay	Mountain	foothills	and	the	surrounding	undeveloped	 land.	Even	
though	 the	 land	 surrounding	 the	mountains	has	been	disturbed,	 its	undeveloped	nature	provides	 a	 visual	
extension	 of	 a	 “natural”	 visual	 landscape.	 The	 expansive	 view	 emphasizes	 the	 horizontal	 character	 of	 the	
landscape	with	the	dominant	browns	of	the	grasses	in	the	middle	ground	turning	to	grays	and	dark	greens	in	
the	 mountains	 in	 the	 background.	 The	 scene	 would	 be	 memorable,	 relatively	 intact,	 harmonious,	 and	
balanced.	This	simulation	shows	a	view	typical	for	workers	and	local	area	drivers.		While	the	view	simulated	
in	Figure	4‐28	would	be	currently	at	 the	eastern	edge	of	development,	additional	business/light	 industrial	
parks	 are	 planned	 for	 the	 area	 in	 the	 future.	 The	 viewer	 groups	 would	 remain	 the	 same,	 although	 the	
quantities	of	these	viewers	would	increase.	 In	either	case,	both	workers	and	area	drivers	have	a	moderate	
sensitivity	to	change	in	the	visual	environment.	 	 	As	shown	in	Figures	4‐26	through	4‐28,	the	landfill	(with	
implementation	of	design	features	and	mitigation	required	under	Proposition	A)	would	not	strongly	contrast	
with	the	visual	character	of	the	area.	 	Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	
on	visual	quality.			

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	regarding	visual	quality	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.				No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.	

Visual Resources   

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	if	the	alternative	would	result	
in	 the	 loss	or	adverse	degradation	of	a	 substantial	amount	of	 the	physical	 resources	 that	make	up	 the	 local	
visual	 character.	 	 These	 physical	 resources	 include	 vegetation,	 rock	 structures,	 naturally	 appearing	water,	
structures,	or	 landforms	 that	make	up	 the	 individual	visual	 resources	and	 contribute	 to	 the	 character	of	 the	
landscape	assessment	unit.			

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	AES‐3:			The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	obscure	only	a	moderate	
portion	of	 the	open	hillsides	 to	 the	east	of	 the	 site,	and	 the	portion	of	 the	hillsides	 that	would	be	
blocked	does	not	contain	unique	or	regionally	significant	 features.	 	Because	changes	 in	 the	overall	
landscape	under	 this	alternative	would	not	cause	a	substantial	degradation	of	 the	visual	resource,	
this	alternative	would	not	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	visual	resources.		

The	Otay	Mountains,	 including	the	east	edge	of	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site,	are	designated	as	RCA	
#118.		The	RCA	designation	is	applied	to	protect	sensitive	biological,	archaeological,	aesthetic,	mineral,	and	
water	resources.		The	County	requires	a	Resource	Protection	Study	to	be	conducted	for	RCA’s	as	a	part	of	the	
discretionary	permitting	processes.		As	described	above,	the	primary	aesthetic	resources	of	the	area	are	the	
mountains	and	the	mesa,	which	span	 large	areas	and	create	a	sense	of	vastness	and	openness.	 	The	site	 is	
spatially	 positioned	 midway	 up	 the	 foothills	 of	 the	 Otay	 Mountains.	 	 Above	 the	 landfill	 site,	 the	 slopes	
become	 steeper	 and	 form	 the	 ridgelines/peaks	 of	 the	 mountains.	 	 Since	 the	 position	 of	 the	 landfill	 is	
moderately	high	 in	 the	viewing	scene,	changes	would	be	noticeable	as	viewed	 from	the	west.	 	The	 landfill	
would	not	be	visible	from	the	north	or	east.	
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However,	 as	 depicted	 in	 simulated	 views	 of	 the	 landfill,	 changes	 in	 the	 overall	 landscape	 under	 this	
alternative	would	not	substantially	degrade	mountains	and	mesa	vistas	that	make	up	the	primary	aesthetic	
resource	of	the	area.		As	viewed	from	Otay	Mesa	Road	at	SR	125,	Otay	Mesa	Road	at	Alta	Road,	and	Airway	
Road	(Figures	4.1‐26,	4.1‐27,	and	4.1‐28,	respectively),	the	landfill	would	obscure	only	a	moderate	portion	of	
the	open	hillsides	to	the	east	of	the	site.		The	portion	of	the	hillsides	that	would	be	blocked	does	not	contain	
unique	 or	 regionally	 significant	 features.	 	 Because	 the	 landfill	 would	 not	 result	 in	 the	 loss	 or	 significant	
degradation	of	a	substantial	amount	of	the	local	area’s	visual	resources,	 it	would	not	result	 in	a	significant	
adverse	effect	on	visual	resources.		

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	regarding	visual	resources	would	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.				No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.	

View Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	have	a	 significant	adverse	effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	highly	contrast	and	
dominate	the	viewing	scene	to	the	point	where	the	view	scene	quality	is	substantially	degraded.	The	alternative	
would	block	a	substantial	percentage	of	an	existing	view	corridor	of	a	regionally	or	subregionally	 important	
view	scene,	or	prevent	the	physical	or	visual	access	to	a	viewing	point	from	which	the	viewing	scene	can	be	seen.			

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	AES‐4:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	not	 interrupt	a	viewing	
corridor	or	adversely	impact	the	unity	of	the	viewing	scene.		Therefore,	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	
view	quality	would	not	occur.		

The	 background	 of	 the	 viewing	 scene	 is	 formed	 by	 the	 Otay	 Mountains.	 	 Because	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	
Alternative	would	be	 sited	 in	 the	mountains,	 it	would	not	 interrupt	 a	 view	corridor	or	block	views	of	 the	
mountains.	 	 The	 base	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 be	 screened	 by	 an	 existing	 hillside	 (which	 would	 remain	
undisturbed).		Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	adversely	impact	the	intactness	and	unity	of	the	viewing	
scene	of	the	Otay	Mountains	from	the	San	Diego	County	area.		Although	no	adverse	view	effects	would	occur	
within	the	local	area	(San	Diego	County),	because	the	landfill	would	be	visible	from	Mexico,	it	would	have	a	
visual	 impact	 as	 viewed	 from	 the	 local	 community	 south	 of	 the	 border;	 however	 this	 change	 in	 viewing	
condition	would	not	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	view	quality	(although	the	view	impact	would	
affect	neighborhood	character	as	noted	below).					

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	 regarding	 natural	 view	 quality	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect.	 	 No	 mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	

Neighborhood Character 

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 prevent	 the	
attainment	 of	 a	 design	 or	 other	 aesthetic	 goal	 that	 is	 part	 of	 an	 adopted	 community	 plan	 or	 other	 County	
approved	document.	 	This	visual	 character	 type	 is	determined	by	 line,	 form,	 color,	 contrast,	 texture,	 cultural	
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features,	scale	and	other	elements	that	contribute	to	the	character	of	the	neighborhood	and	that	are	identified	
as	important	to	the	community.		

Impact	 Statement	East	Otay	AES‐5:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	not	be	 consistent	with	
goals	of	 	the	Otay	Subregional	Plan	that	pertain	to	visual	quality	 impacts	that	may	be	considered	a	
nuisance	characteristic	with	respect	to	a	nearby	residential	community	in	Mexico.	Because	the	visual	
effect	of	the	landfill	on	viewers	in	the	residential	community	to	the	south	of	the	border	is	considered	
a	nuisance	characteristic,	 this	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	neighborhood	
character.		

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 is	 located	within	 the	Otay	Subregional	Plan	area.	 	This	 local	plan	does	not	
have	goals	specific	to	aesthetics;	however,	the	Subregional	Plan	provides	a	goal	to	discourage	industries	that	
display	pollution	or	other	nuisance	characteristics	 from	 locating	near	 the	Mexican	border.	 	Because	of	 the	
southwesterly	 orientation	 of	 the	 canyon	 that	 would	 serve	 as	 the	 disposal	 site,	 and	 the	 proximity	 of	 the	
landfill	 site	 to	 the	 international	 border,	 the	 landfill	 prism	 and	 associated	 long‐term	 grading	 and	 hauling	
activities	would	be	visible	from	residential	neighborhoods	in	Mexico.		Much	of	the	residential	area	is	located	
within	½	mile	of	the	landfill	site.		Therefore,	the	visual	impact	(as	viewed	from	south	of	the	border)	may	be	
considered	a	“nuisance	characteristic”.13	This	nuisance	factor	would	be	considered	an	impact	on	an	aesthetic	
value	 and	 inconsistent	with	 the	 objective	 of	 the	 plan	 to	 avoid	 nuisance	 to	 residents	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	
international	border.		The	alternative	would,	thus,	not	be	consistent	with	the	goal	of	the	Subregional	Plan	to	
discourage	 industries	 with	 nuisance	 characteristics	 along	 the	 border.	 The	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	
significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	this	plan	policy.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	feasible	mitigation	measures	are	available	to	reduce	the	alternative’s	significant	adverse	effect.	

Dark Skies	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	impact	if	the	alternative	would	create	a	new	source	
of	substantial	light	or	glare	that	would	adversely	affect	nighttime	views	in	the	area.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	AES‐6:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	operate	during	daytime	
hours	 and	 would	 comply	 with	 the	 County’s	 Light	 Pollution	 Code,	 which	 requires	 shielding	 and	
downward	 direction	 of	 exterior	 lighting.	 	 With	 the	 implementation	 of	 these	 requirements,	 the	
alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	on	nighttime	views.					

Except	for	winter	months,	when	some	trucks	would	arrive	during	early	nightfall	(late	afternoon),	operation	
would	 occur	 in	 the	 daytime.	 	 Security	 lighting	 would	 be	 used	 within	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 area	 but	 no	
illuminated	 signage,	 landscape	 lighting,	 or	 upward	 building	 lighting	 would	 be	 used.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	
alternative	would	be	required	to	comply	with	the	County’s	Light	Pollution	Ordinance	(Code	Section	59.101),	
which	 establishes	 lamp	 and	 shielding	 requirements	 and	 hours	 of	 operation	 standards.	 	 Because	 the	
alternative	would	primarily	be	a	daytime	operation	and	would	be	consistent	with	the	Code	Section	59.101,	it	
would	not	result	in	an	adverse	effect	on	nighttime	views.			

																																																													
13		 KTU+A,	East	Otay	Mesa	Visual	Impact	Assessment	Technical	Report,	2012,	page	6;	contained	in		Appendix	D	of	this	EIS.	
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Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	effects	would	occur	regarding	dark	skies.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

4.1.8  SYCAMORE CANYON EXPANSION ALTERNATIVE 

The	following	discussion	is	based	on	the	analysis	of	aesthetic	 impacts	and	information	provided	in	Section	
5.4,	Visual	Effects/Neighborhood	Character,	in	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	
EIR	(August	2012).		Criteria	for	the	assessing	of	adverse	effects,	however,	are	based	on	criteria	used	in	this	
EIS	 section	 in	 the	 analysis	 of	 all	 alternatives.	 	 The	methodology	 in	 the	 EIR	was	 evaluated	 by	 KTU+A	 for	
consistency	with	the	evaluation	criteria	used	in	this	EIS.			

4.1.8.1  Affected Environment  

The	visual	resource	study	area	is	 located	in	an	eastern	area	of	the	City	of	Diego	County,	 less	than	one	mile	
from	 the	 City	 of	 Santee.	 	 Approximately	 150	 acres	 of	 the	 site	 have	 been	 disturbed	 by	 on‐going	 landfill	
operations.	 	The	City	 of	 San	Diego	East	Elliott	 Community	Plan	designates	 land	parcels	within	 the	 landfill	
ownership	 adjacent	 to	 the	 existing	 landfill	 operation	 as	 open	 space.	 	 These	 parcels	 are	 part	 of	 the	 City’s	
Multiple	Habitat	Planning	Area	(MHPA).		The	City’s	Mission	Trails	Regional	Park	(MTRP)	is	located	south	of	
SR	 52,	 approximately	 3,500	 feet	 southeast	 of	 the	 landfill	 site.	 	 The	 MTRP	 includes	 the	 Kumeyaay	
Campground,	which	provides	seasonal	camping,	trails,	and	lake	fishing.		SR	52	is	a	designated	scenic	highway	
in	this	area	(between	I‐15	and	SR‐67	near	Santee).	

West	Hills	High	School	is	located	approximately	3,500	feet	southeast	of	the	site,	and	residential	areas	in	west	
Santee	are	located	approximately	3,500	feet	east	of	the	site.			Santee	Lakes	and	the	associated	Santee	Lakes	
Recreational	area	are	located	to	the	east	of	these	residential	uses.		To	the	north	and	west	are	the	open	lands	
associated	with	the	Miramar	Marine	Corps	Air	Station.	

The	north‐south	trending	Sycamore	Canyon	and	Spring	Canyon	are	prominent	natural	features	of	the	area.		
Existing	night	lighting	in	the	area	are	the	lights	of	Santee,	which	are	visible	from	the	alternative	site,	and	a	
security	light	at	the	top	of	the	landfill.			The	transmission	lines	do	not	require	lighting	for	aviation	safety.			

Figure	 4.1‐29,	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative‐Viewshed	 and	 Viewpoint	 Map,	 illustrates	 the	
alternative’s	viewshed	on	an	aerial	photographic	base,	as	well	as	typical	viewpoints.	The	viewshed	identifies	
public	and	private	areas	where	higher	elevations	would	provide	views	 to	 the	 site,	or	where	valleys	bisect	
ridgelines	 and	 provide	 visual	 access	 to	 an	 area	 otherwise	 obscured	 by	 intervening	 topography.	 Several	
ridges	screen	views	of	 the	alternative	 from	viewers	 located	on	 the	 far	side	of	 those	ridges.	 	The	viewshed	
depicted	 in	Figure	4.1‐29	 is	 considered	 conservative.14	 	The	 landfill	 itself	 is	 generally	not	 visible	 from	 the	
closest	public	or	private	 residential	vantage	points	due	 to	 intervening	 topography	and/or	developed	uses.			
The	major	transmission	line	corridor	is	visible	where	it	crosses	SR	52	and	trends	northerly,	and	the	tops	of	
towers	 are	 visible	 from	 some	 school	 and	 residential	 viewpoints	 although	 the	 tower	 bases	 are	 below	

																																																													
14		 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	page	5.4‐2	(August	2012);	the	EIR	states	that	“The	reader	should	note	

that	the	viewshed	depicted	in	Figure	5.4‐4	[represented	by	Figure	4.1‐29	in	this	EIS]	is	a	very	conservative	(overestimating)	view	of	
potential	 visibility.	 This	 is	 because	 the	 computer	model	 defines	 visibility	 based	 on	 topography	 only,	 with	 no	 consideration	 for	
intervening	structures	or	vegetation	which	frequently	screen	views	from	any	particular	location.”	
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intervening	 ridge	 lines.	 The	 current	 landfill	 area	 (sited	 in	 the	 eastern	 portion	 of	 the	 landfill	 property)	 is	
presently	intermittently	visible	from	portions	of	MTRP,	Mission	Gorge	Road,	and	along	SR	52.		A	bike	path	on	
the	north	side	of	SR	52	allows	similar	(but	slightly	more	extended	duration)	views	to	the	northeast	and	the	
landfill	property	as	those	from	vehicles	along	the	roadway,	particularly	for	eastbound	bikers.	

Existing	 landfill	 office	 and	 scale	 facilities	 are	 located	 adjacent	 to	 the	 westernmost	 developed	 portions	 of	
Santee	 and	 generally	 are	 situated	 behind	 small	 berms	 and/or	 low	 ridges,	 thereby	 shielding	 a	 series	 of	
temporary	 structures	 from	 nearby	 viewers	 along	 Mast	 Boulevard	 and	 West	 Hills	 Parkway.	 The	 existing	
recycling	 facility	 and	 associated	 landscape	 vehicle	 parking	 are,	 however,	 visible	 to	 viewers	 on	 Mast	
Boulevard	and	West	Hills	Parkway.	 	The	closest	private	views	are	more	restricted,	with	approximately	15	
homes	 north	 of	 Williams	 Court	 on	 Pebble	 Beach	 Drive	 having	 views	 to	 a	 manufactured	 ridge	 line	
approximately	 0.7	mile	 to	 the	west.	 	More	 open	 (and	 correspondingly	 distant)	 views	 are	 available	 to	 the	
landfill	from	areas	south	of	Mast	Boulevard	and	from	areas	slated	for	development	as	part	of	Fanita	Ranch,	
an	approved	development	sited	along	the	ridgeline	to	the	northeast	of	the	landfill	property.	

Specific	viewpoints	locations	for	this	analysis	include:	

 Viewpoint	1:		Eastbound	SR	52;	

 Viewpoint	2:		Kumeyaay	Campground;	and		

 Viewpoint	11:		West	Hills	High	School.		

These	 viewpoints	 were	 selected	 from	 respective	 photo	 simulations	 prepared	 for	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	
Master	 Development	 Plan	 Revised	 Draft	 EIR,	 because	 they	 display	 views	 of	 the	 alternative	 from	 public	
locations	and	from	a	variety	of	directions.15	

4.1.8.2 Design Features  

The	following	are	described	as	Aesthetics	design	features	in	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	
Revised	Draft	EIR:16		

 Active	 landfill	 construction	 and	 operations	 areas	 (including	 areas	 with	 night	 lighting)	 would	 be	
shielded	from	viewers	from	the	east	at	equal	or	lower	elevation	by	8‐	to	10‐foot	soil	or	rock	berms.	

 Night	lighting	at	active	landfill	areas	would	be	shielded	and	pointed	toward	the	ground.	

 Where	landfill	areas	would	be	visible	from	the	south	or	east	and	would	be	inactive	for	more	than	six	
months,	 grading	 and	 landscaping	 techniques	would	 be	 used	 to	minimize	 value	 and	 color	 contrast	
between	 the	 slopes	 and	 surrounding	 areas	 and	 to	 avoid	 uniform	 geometric	 appearance,	 including	
revegetation	with	native	species	similar	to	those	present	in	the	vicinity.	

 Project	slope	modification	would	be	contoured	to	correspond	to	surrounding	geographic	forms	and	
revegetated	following	landfill	closure	and	would	have	a	natural	appearance	at	vegetation	maturity.	

																																																													
15		 Photographs	and	photosimulations	depicting	existing	and	projected	future	views	of	the	landfill	area	from	a	greater	variety	of	views	

are	provided	in	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	Figures	5.4‐6	through	5.4‐23	(August	2012).	

16		 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	Table	3‐3,	pages	3‐11	through	3‐14	(August	2012).	
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 Project	 revegetation	 plans	would	 incorporate	 natives	 appropriate	 to	 the	 area	 and	would	 result	 in	
manufactured	slopes	having	a	natural	appearance	following	landfill	closure.	

 Ongoing	 storage	 of	 roll‐off	 containers	 and	 bins	 would	 continue	 to	 be	 restricted	 to	 inactive	 and	
internal	portions	of	the	alternative	site.		The	number	of	roll‐off	containers	on	site	ultimately	would	be	
reduced	to	a	maximum	of	30,	and	to	the	extent	feasible,	would	be	kept	in	less‐visible	portions	of	the	
landfill.	

 Architectural	 style	and	color	of	 the	office	 facilities	would	visually	 reference	existing	Mission	Trails	
Regional	Park	(MTRP)	buildings,	to	ensure	consistency	and	blend	with	the	surrounding	natural	open	
space.		

 4.1.8.3		Environmental	Consequences	and	Mitigation	Measures		

Landform Character	

Criterion:	 	 	 An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	
permanent	adverse	change	 in	the	natural	 landform	character	of	a	scenic	area.	 	This	change	must	not	only	be	
noticeable	 to	 a	 moderate	 to	 large	 number	 of	 viewers,	 but	 the	 contrast	 must	 dominate	 other	 adjacent	
landforms.17			

Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 AES‐1:	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 impact	
natural	 landform	 character	 because	 of	 the	 dominance	 of	 the	 landfill	 with	 respect	 to	 natural	
landforms	in	the	area.	 	However,	with	the	implementation	of	design	features	to	provide	contouring	
and	blending	of	the	landfill	with	natural	topography,	the	alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	but	not	
significant	adverse	effect.				

Landfill 

The	alternative	would	permanently	change	the	landform	character	of	the	area,	change	a	small	canyon	into	a	
small	mountain,	and	require	extensive	grading	resulting	in	loss	of	several	sensitive	slopes	with	a	25	percent	
gradient	or	 steeper,	 as	well	 as	ultimately	 create	manufactured	 slopes	 several	hundred	 feet	 in	height.	 	The	
visible	portions	of	the	landfill	would	vary	in	contour	and	height	in	a	manner	similar	to	the	undisturbed,	pre‐
existing	surrounding	 landforms.	 	The	regular	spacing	of	existing	 landform	contours	adjacent	to	the	 landfill	
footprint	demonstrates	that,	like	the	landfill,	most	of	the	adjacent	slopes	have	a	constant	slope,	and	one	that	
is	similar	to	the	slopes	proposed	for	the	landfill.				

The	 alternative	 would	 substantially	 alter	 the	 topography	 of	 the	 site	 by	 increasing	 its	 height	 above	 the	
surrounding	 landforms.	Perimeter	grading	would	create	manufactured	slopes	with	a	 steep	 incline	ranging	
from	approximately	90	feet	in	height	on	the	eastern	side	of	the	landfill	to	200	feet	in	height	at	the	northern	
end	of	the	landfill	to	approximately	290	at	the	southwestern	side.	Benched	slopes	approximately	500	feet	in	
height	would	be	located	at	the	southern	end	of	the	landfill.	The	detention/sedimentation	basin	western	slope	
(located	just	southerly	of	the	benched	slopes)	would	be	approximately	70	feet	high.		

																																																													
17		 This	criterion	is	similar	and	equivalent	to	“Issue	4:	Would	the	project	result	in	a	substantial	change	in	the	existing	landform?”	in	the	

Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	page	5.4‐20	(August	2012).	
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At	 final	 closure,	 however,	 the	 landfill	 operations	 would	 be	 completed	 in	 conformance	 with	 regulations	
established	in	the	California	Code	of	Regulations	(CCR),	Title	27,	Section	21769,	where	the	post‐closure	use	
is	designated	to	be	open	space.		That	open	space	would	be	revegetated	using	native	plant	species,	which,	in	
the	 long‐term,	would	conform	to	and	blend	with	the	surrounding	vegetation	color	and	texture	to	ensure	a	
less	than	adverse	effect	to	the	visual	elements	of	the	area.		Adequate	cover	soils	would	be	utilized	to	provide	
adequate	root	depth	for	the	cover	vegetation.		Ancillary	facilities,	if	not	needed	by	the	landfill,	or	requested	to	
be	 retained	 by	 the	 City,	 would	 be	 removed,	 and	 the	 site	 regraded	 and	 revegetated	 to	 a	 more	 natural	
appearance.	

As	 shown	 in	Figure	4.1‐30,	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative‐Viewpoint	1	 ‐	Eastbound	SR	52;	 Figure	
4.1‐31,	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative‐Viewpoint	 2	 ‐	 Kymeyaay	 Campground;	 and	 Figure	 4.1‐32,	
Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative‐Viewpoint	11	–	West	Hills	High	School,	 the	manufactured	 landform	
mass	and	shape	would	be	consistent	with	surrounding	natural	landforms.			The	upper	portion	of	the	landfill	
design	would	provide	for	rolling	topography,	and	both	the	south	and	western	faces	would	appear	differently	
depending	on	the	direction	of	the	view,	similar	to	surrounding	natural	landforms.	

As	described	 in	 the	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	 the	alternative	
would	permanently	change	the	landform	character	of	the	area,	change	a	small	canyon	into	a	small	mountain,	
and	require	extensive	grading	resulting	in	the	loss	of	several	sensitive	slopes	with	a	25	percent	gradient	or	
steeper,	 as	well	 as	 creating	manufactures	 slopes	 several	 hundred	 feet	 in	height.	 	Although	 the	 alternative	
would	have	a	long	lifespan,	with	loss	of	steep	slope	areas	and	large	areas	of	ongoing	landform	modification	
during	 landfilling	 operations	 and	 final	 closure	 remediation,	 design	 features,	 including	 revegetation	 with	
native	flora	would	require	that	the	scenic	and	visual	character	typical	of	the	region	would	be	incorporated	
into	 the	 mandated	 landfill	 closure	 design.	 	 This	 would	 comply	 with	 City	 requirements	 for	 landfill	
modification	 to	 closely	 imitate	 the	 undisturbed,	 pre‐existing	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 landforms.		
Therefore,	with	the	incorporation	of	design	features	and	compliance	with	City	requirements,	the	alternative	
would	have	an	adverse,	but	not	a	significant	adverse	effect.18	

Following	 landfill	 closure,	 the	 prior	 landfill	 area	 would	 imitate	 the	 surrounding	 natural	 topography	 by	
varying	in	footprint,	height,	and	slope	angles.	In	addition,	the	landfill	would	be	revegetated	with	native	flora	
in	 a	 manner	 that	 would	 be	 similar	 to	 the	 color	 and	 texture	 of	 the	 open	 space	 areas	 surrounding	 the	
alternative	site.		Thus,	this	alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse,	but	not	significant	adverse	effect	landform	
character.	

Transmission Line Relocation 

Grading	of	pads	for	the	transmission	tower	relocation	would	require	construction	of	the	permanent	landfill	
access	road	on	the	west	side	of	the	site.		Access	to	the	new	tower	poles	would	be	provided	via	temporary	or	
permanent	access	roads	necessary	for	the	landfill,	and	no	road	grading	is	specifically	allocated	to	the	towers.		
Tower	 footing	and	pad	areas	would	be	adjacent	to	overall	 landfill	grading	and	require	very	 little	 landform	
modification	overall	based	on	their	focused	size.		Relative	to	the	overall	acreage	of	the	landfill,	grading	for	the	

																																																													
18		 The	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	pages	5.4‐12	and	5.4‐23	(August	2012)	determined	that	effects	

with	respect	to	landforms	would	be	less	than	significant.			
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transmission	 lines	 would	 have	 no	 discernible	 effect	 with	 respect	 to	 landform	 alteration.19	 	 Therefore,	
relocation	of	the	transmission	lines	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect.				

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	regarding	natural	landform	character	would	be	adverse,	but	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	
effects.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Visual Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 clearly	 contrast	
with	the	existing	visual	elements	of	a	moderate	or	high	quality	landscape	assessment	unit.		This	contrast	must	
be	clearly	visible	to	a	moderate	to	large	number	of	viewers	and	the	contrast	must	dominate	the	visual	scene	to	
the	point	where	the	character	and	quality	of	the	immediate	area	is	permanently	and	adversely	degraded.20			

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AES‐2:		The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	contrast	with	
the	existing	visual	elements	of	the	area	and	create	a	new	ridgeline,	which	would	become	a	focal	point	
of	 the	background	 rather	 than	 the	existing	hillsides.	Although	 contrast	would	be	 reduced	 through	
design	features,	significant	adverse	visual	quality	effects	would	occur.			

Landfill 

Landfill	 activities	 include	 ongoing	 earthmoving	 activities,	 continuation	 of	 fill,	 composting,	 aggregate	
processing,	gas	processing,	and	other	activities.		Areas	focused	on	these	actions	would	continue	to	be	sited	in	
various	locales	throughout	the	landfill	property,	and	some	activities	would	move	as	disposal	areas	are	filled	
and	new	fill	locations	are	opened	up.		The	alternative	would	contrast	with	its	existing	character	to	the	extent	
that	during	landfill	life,	increased	height	would	equate	to	increased	visibility;	allowing	views	to	engineered	
construction	 in	 an	 area	 surrounded	 by	 natural	 open	 space.	 	 As	 the	 landfill	 reaches	 its	 ultimate	 height,	 it	
would	 contrast	with	 the	 natural	 topography	 due	 to	 its	 increased	 height	 and	 lack	 of	 consistent	 vegetative	
cover.	 	 This	 would	 be	 reduced	 to	 some	 extent	 through	 incorporation	 of	 irregular	 features	 and	 through	
revegetation	of	 the	 landform	using	native	vegetation,	both	of	which	are	 incorporated	 into	the	alternative’s	
design.	 (As	 noted	 on	 Table	 3‐3	 of	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 Master	 Development	 Plan	 Revised	 Draft	 EIR,	
revegetation	 of	 landfill	 slopes	 that	 are	 inactive	 for	 more	 than	 six	 months,	 as	 well	 as	 at	 the	 time	 of	 final	
closure,	are	assumed	as	part	of	alternative	design.)21			

The	alternative	proposes	modifications	to	operations	and	the	landfill	footprint	at	an	existing	facility,	and	the	
expansion	in	landfill	area	would	constitute	a	less	than	nine	percent	change	in	the	amount	of	area	dedicated	
to	disposal	activities.	Nonetheless,	the	relatively	small	percentage	of	change	is	also	the	most	visible	part	of	
the	alternative.		From	every	simulated	vantage	point	but	the	photosimulation	from	Kumeyaay	Campground	
																																																													
19		 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	page	5.4‐23	(August	2012).	

20		 This	criterion	 is	similar	and	equivalent	 to	 Issue	3:	 “Would	 the	project	result	 in	a	substantial	alteration	 to	 the	existing	or	planned	
character	of	the	area	 in	a	previously	undeveloped	area?	(Note:	new	development	would	have	 to	be	of	a	size,	scale,	or	design	 that	
would	markedly	contrast	with	 the	character	of	 the	surrounding	area.)”	 in	 the	 in	 the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	
Revised	Final	EIR,	page	5.4‐16	(August	2012).		One	of	the	thresholds	applicable	to	this	issue	is	that	the	project	would	be	located	in	a	
highly	 visible	 area	 (e.g.,	 on	 a	 canyon	 edge,	 hilltop,	 or	 adjacent	 to	 an	 interstate	 highway)	 and	would	 strongly	 contrast	with	 the	
surrounding	development	or	natural	topography	through	excessive	height,	bulk,	etc.	

21		 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	page	5.4‐19	(August	2012).	
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	(Figure	 4.1‐31,),	 the	 majority	 of	 visible	 topographic	 change	 would	 occur	 between	 the	 approved	 landfill	
elevation	of	883	feet	amsl	and	the	proposed	elevation	of	1,050	feet	amsl.		Given	the	long‐term	nature	of	these	
effects,	and	the	presence	of	disturbed	landforms	where	other	grading	is	not	currently	visible,	the	alternative	
would	contrast	with	the	natural	setting. 	

With	regard	to	contrast	with	surrounding	neighborhood	character	in	a	highly	visible	setting,	the	expansion	
of	 this	 existing	 facility,	 is	 found	 to	 be	 adverse	 based	 on	 long‐term	 contrast	 with	 surrounding	 landforms	
which	becomes	more	visible	as	landfilling	activities	exceed	the	existing	ridgeline	and	the	currently	approved	
elevation	of	883	feet	amsl.	 	 In	effect,	the	landfill	would	create	a	new	ridgeline	that	would	become	the	focal	
point	 of	 the	 background,	 rather	 than	 the	 existing	 hillsides.	 	 The	 interim	 landscape	 plan	 proposed	 as	 an	
alternative	design	feature	would	reduce	the	overall	effect	on	visual	quality,	but	due	to	periods	when	some	
manufactured	slopes	would	be	devoid	of	vegetation,	the	plan	would	not	reduce	those	impacts	to	a	level	that	
would	not	be	considered	adverse.		Therefore,	this	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant		adverse	effect	on	
visual	quality. 22		

Following	 landfill	 closure,	 capping,	 and	 revegetation	activities	 are	 anticipated	 to	 result	 in	 a	positive	 effect	
relative	 to	 existing	 conditions	 as	well	 as	 conditions	 during	 buildout.	 	 Character	 of	 the	 existing	 use	would	
change	 from	 the	 industrial	 nature	 of	 an	 active	 landfill	 to	 natural‐appearing	 open	 space.	 The	 alternative	
design	element	of	planting	south	and	east‐facing	graded	areas	planned	to	be	inactive	for	six	months	entails	
the	following	steps:	(1)	Planting	shall	occur	within	one	month	of	grading,	using	native	and	drought	tolerant	
plants	from	the	approved	alternative	Landscape	Plan;	(2)	Plant	materials	shall	be	chosen	to	create	a	texture	
similar	 to	 that	of	 surrounding	natural	 areas;	 (3)	Natural	variations	 in	 soil	 and	vegetation	 shall	be	used	 to	
avoid	a	uniform	geometric	appearance. 23	

Transmission Line Relocation 

Most	of	 the	 transmission	 line	 relocation	would	have	 low	visibility	 from	any	areas	with	viewers,	and	areas	
with	visibility	are	generally	located	at	a	distance.	The	exception	consists	of	impacts	related	to	transmission	
line	relocation	which	were	evaluated	from	existing	trails	in	the	area.		The	new	transmission	line	structures	
on	 the	 eastern	 slope	 of	 Spring	 Canyon	 would	 be	 visible	 to	 hikers,	 runners,	 and	 bicyclists	 following	 an	
(unapproved)	 existing	 trail	 in	 Spring	 Canyon.	 	 While	 shielded	 somewhat	 by	 vegetation,	 topography	 or	
existing	transmission	line	structures	in	the	southern	third	of	Spring	Canyon,	visibility	is	open	in	the	northern	
two‐thirds	 of	 the	 canyon.	 	 New	 structures	would	 be	 sited	 near	 the	 ridgeline	 on	 the	 canyon	 slope,	 which	
currently	does	not	support	any	developed	use.		According	to	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	
Revised	Draft	EIR,	recreationists	 in	this	area	do	not	have	an	expectation	of	experiencing	a	pristine	natural	
environment,	 since	Spring	Canyon	 is	 already	crossed	by	 the	existing	 transmission	corridor.24	 	Much	of	 the	
environment	is	“man‐modified,”	and	viewers	requiring	a	pristine	natural	environment	would	not	utilize	this	
area.	 In	addition,	 the	trail	 is	not	an	“official”	one,	 it	 illegally	crosses	private	property,	and	its	 long‐distance	
use	in	a	“loop”	is	precluded	by	the	presence	of	Miramar	Marine	Corps	Air	Station	and	its	respective	security	
restrictions.	

																																																													
22		 The	 Sycamore	 Landfill	Master	 Development	 Plan	 Revised	 Final	 EIR,	 page	 5.4‐19(August	 2012)	 concluded	 that	 the	 impact	with	

respect	to	visual	quality	would	be	significant	and	unavoidable.	
23		 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	page	5.4‐18	(August	2012).	
24		 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	page	5.4‐18	(August	2012).	



4.1  Aesthetics    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.1‐108	 	

The	unofficial	status	of	the	trail,	the	level	of	existing	disturbance,	the	relatively	low	number	of	visitors	to	the	
area	and	their	activity	level,	the	normal	direction	of	view	of	the	visitors	(along	trail),	and	the	high	view	angle	
required	to	see	the	transmission	route,	avoid	significant	adverse	effects	related	to	the	relocation	of	a	number	
of	transmission	facility	footings.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 associated	 with	
visual	quality.	 	No	 feasible	mitigation	measures,	outside	of	design	 features	 included	 in	 the	alternative,	 are	
available	to	reduce	this	significant	adverse	effect.			

Visual Resources   

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	the	loss	or	
adverse	degradation	of	a	substantial	amount	of	the	physical	resources	that	make	up	the	local	visual	character.		
These	 physical	 resources	 include	 vegetation,	 rock	 structures,	 naturally	 appearing	 water,	 structures,	 or	
landforms	 that	make	 up	 the	 individual	 visual	 resources	 and	 contribute	 to	 the	 character	 of	 the	 landscape	
assessment	unit.	25		

Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 AES‐3:	 	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 not	
substantively	change	the	natural	environment	that	makes	up	the	area’s	visual	environment.		Because	
changes	 under	 this	 alternative	 would	 not	 cause	 a	 substantial	 degradation	 of	 the	 area’s	 visual	
resources,	this	alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	but	not	a	significant	adverse	effect.		

The	area’s	visual	resources	include	hills	and	ridgelines,	with	large	open	space	areas	covered	in	coastal	sage	
scrub,	riparian	scrub,	chaparral	and	grassland	communities.	 	Notable	elements	associated	with	the	existing	
power	 transmission	 line	 easement,	 include	 the	 lines	 and	 poles,	 dirt	 access	 roads	 and	 trails,	 and	 isolated	
industrial	 elements	 (e.g.,	 an	 SDG&E	 substation).	 	 Overall,	 the	 visual	 quality	 of	 the	 setting	 is	 considered	
moderate.	 	 Until	 grading	 reaches	 the	 existing	 approved	 landfill	 elevation	 of	 883	 feet	 amsl,	 little	 of	 the	
expansion	 of	 the	 landfilling	 area	 would	 be	 visible,	 except	 to	 viewers	 from	 the	 south	 (especially	 from	
Viewpoint	12	and	SR	52).	From	above	approximately	880	feet	amsl	until	ultimate	landfill	closure,	the	extent	
of	landfilling	visible	from	various	viewpoints	would	change	over	time.		In	general,	however,	the	eastern	and	
southern	 slopes	 of	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 area	 could	 be	 highly	 visible	 and,	 during	
operation,	 would	 contrast	 with	 the	 surrounding	 natural	 topography,	 not	 only	 in	 form,	 but	 through	 the	
creation	of	a	land	mass	contrasting	in	color	and	texture	with	the	surrounding	area.	

Photo	 simulations	 provided	 in	 Figures	 4.1‐30	 through	 4.1‐32,	 above	 (and	 additional	 photo	 simulations	
provided	in	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	with	projections	of	both	the	
current	 approved	 and	 proposed	 ultimate	 topographic	 changes),	 depict	 anticipated	 project	 visual	 impacts	
from	 these	 viewpoints	 (and	 analogous	 areas	 in	 the	 vicinity).	 	 The	 location	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 result	 in	
varying	 degrees	 of	 visibility	 and	 affect	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 existing	 aesthetic	 condition,	 particularly	 as	

																																																													
25		 This	criterion	incorporates	aspects	of	Issue	2:	“Would	the	project	result	in	the	creation	of	a	negative	aesthetic	site	or	project?”	in	the	

Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	page	5.4‐11	(August	2012).		The	EIR’s	Issue	2	analysis	describes	the	
effects	of	the	project	in	causing	a	(1)	monotonous	visual	environment	relative	to	the	form	color,	texture,	of	the	natural	topography	
and	a	(2)	negative	aesthetic	site	relative	to	the	existing	visual	aspects	of	the	area.	
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elevations	 climb.	 	 Although	 changes	 could	 be	 largely	 screened	 by	 vegetation,	 the	 landfill	 would	 	 affect	
relatively	small	portions	of	the	viewshed	(see	Figure	4.1‐32,	above,	and	Figure	5.4‐19	Photosimulation	from	
Santee	 Lakes/Fanita	 Parkway,	 in	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	Master	 Development	 Plan	 Revised	 Final	 EIR).	 	 In	
other	 instances,	 the	 landfill	 would	 be	 visible	 from	 a	 travel	 way	 used	 by	 a	 large	 number	 of	 viewers	 (e.g.,	
Figure	 4.1‐30,	 above)	 or	 comprise	 a	 distant	 but	 large	 portion	 of	 the	 viewscape	 (see	 Figure	 5.4‐23,	
Photosimulation	 from	 Proposed	 Residential	 Area	 3,000	 Feet	 East	 of	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 School,	 in	 the	
Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR).	

Although	vegetation	would	become	increasingly	visible	as	the	view	moves	down	slope	to	older	landfill	faces,	
the	upper	layer	of	the	operating	landfill	at	any	given	point	in	time	would	typically	appear	to	be	unvegetated,	
with	 only	 a	mulch	 layer	 visible.	 Although	 varying	 from	 existing	 conditions,	 since	 no	 structures	would	 be	
located	in	these	areas,	views	would	be	considered	similar	to	areas	of	fallow	and	active	agriculture.		For	the	
narrow	 issue	 of	 creation	 of	 a	 monotonous	 environment,	 the	 effect	 is	 considered	 an	 adverse,	 but	 not	 a	
significant	adverse	effect.26		The	alternative	would	not	substantively	change	the	natural	resources	that	make	
up	 the	 area’s	 visual	 environment;	 nor	 cause	 a	 substantial	 degradation	of	 the	 area’s	 visual	 resources;	 thus	
resulting	 in	 the	 conclusion	 that	 the	 alternative	 would	 not	 have	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 on	 visual	
resources.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	alternative	would	have	an	adverse,	but	not	significant	adverse,	effect	with	respect	to	visual	resources.		
No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

View Quality 

Criterion:	An	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	highly	contrast	and	
dominate	the	viewing	scene	to	the	point	where	the	view	scene	quality	is	substantially	degraded.	The	alternative	
would	block	a	substantial	percentage	of	an	existing	view	corridor	of	a	regionally	or	subregionally	 important	
view	 scene,	or	prevent	 the	physical	or	visual	access	 to	a	viewing	point	 from	which	 the	viewing	 scene	 can	be	
seen.27		

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AES‐4:		The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	interrupt	
a	viewing	corridor	or	adversely	impact	the	unity	of	the	viewing	scene.		View	quality	impacts	would	be	
considered	adverse,	but	would	not	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect.	

The	alternative	would	 increase	the	existing	western	ridgeline	by	approximately	254	to	409	 feet	over	 their	
existing	elevations	and	would	increase	the	eastern	ridgeline	from	approximately	170	to	360	feet	over	their	

																																																													
26		 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	pages	5.4‐14	and	5.4‐15	 (August	2012).	 	The	EIR	 concludes	 that	

certain	impacts	with	respect	to	the	creation	of	a	monotonous	effect	would	not	be	significant,	but	also	directs	the	reader	to	the	Visual	
Resources	analysis,	which	concludes	that	impacts	with	respect	to	overall	contrast	and	context	would	be	significant.	

27		 This	criterion	is	similar	and	equivalent	to		Issue	1:	“Would	the	project	result	in	a	substantial	obstruction	of	any	vista	or	scenic	view	
from	a	public	viewing	area	as	defined	in	the	community	plan?”	in	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	
page	5.4‐9	(August	2012).		Respective	thresholds	in	the	EIR	are	“The	project	would	substantially	block	a	view	through	a	designated	
public	view	corridor	as	shown	 in	an	adopted	community	plan,	the	General	Plan,	or	the	Local	Coastal	Program;	The	project	would	
cause	substantial	view	blockage	from	a	public	viewing	area	of	a	public	resource	(such	as	the	ocean)	that	is	considered	significant	by	
the	applicable	community	plan.”	
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existing	elevations.		Ultimate	landfill	elevations	(or	final	grades)	would	increase	from	the	existing	approved	
height	of	883	 feet	 amsl	 to	1,050	 feet	 amsl	 at	 closure	 (refer	 to	Figure	3‐4	 in	 the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	
Development	Plan	Revised	Draft	EIR).		These	higher	elevations	would	result	in	new	ridgelines	and	hill	tops	
that	would	be	visible	to	public	and	private	viewers	from	the	southwest,	south,	southeast,	and	east.	Although	
the	landfill	would	form	a	visible	ridgeline	at	buildout,	it	would	not	substantially	obstruct	a	scenic	view	from	a	
public	viewing	area	(e.g.,	SR	52)	or	views	to	other	topographic	features,	such	as	canyons	and	ridgelines	in	the	
area,	as	the	landfill	generally	would	be	sited	behind	and/or	lower	than	other	notable	landforms.			A	review	of	
the	four	topographic	maps	that	comprise	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill	Alternative	area	indicated	that	all	of	
the	 local	 ridgelines	 that	 	 surround	 the	 site	are	higher	 in	 stature	 than	 the	 final	 grade	of	 the	 closed	 landfill,	
ranging	 from	 1,082	 feet	 amsl	 to	 1,591	 feet	 amsl.	 Specifically	 with	 regard	 to	 SR	 52,	 landfill	 modifications	
would	comprise	a	part	of	 the	seen	 landscape	(in	a	 lateral	view)	as	 the	viewer	moves	by,	with	disturbance	
occurring	 in	 front	 of	 other	 landfill	 elements.	 	 Public	 and	 private	 views	 to	 non‐landfill	 surrounding	major	
landforms	 (which	 are	 expected	 to	 constitute	 any	 scenic	 view	 available	 from	 this	 viewpoint)	 would	 not	
substantially	blocked.28	The	 landfill	would	be	visible	 in	 the	view	 field;	however,	 it	would	be	considered	 to	
have	an	adverse,	but	not	significant	adverse	effect,	with	respect	to	view	quality.	

Regarding	the	interruption	of	identified	view	corridors,	existing	community	plans,	general	plans,	park	plans,	
and	 other	 planning	 and	 land	 use	 policies	 were	 reviewed	 and	 analyzed	 for	 visual	 quality	 and	 community	
character	 resource	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 No	 scenic	 vista	 was	 identified	 for	 the	 area	 in	 any	 adopted	 City	
document.	 	Although	Santee’s	visual	policies	cite	views	from	Mission	Gorge	Road	and	SR	52,	the		site	is	not	
visible	from	either	location	within	the	City	of	Santee.		Views	are	blocked	by	trees	planted	along	the	north	side	
of	Mission	Gorge	Road	within	Santee,	and	by	existing	topography	when	viewed	from	SR	52	east	of	West	Hills	
Parkway.29		Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	result	in	an	adverse,	but	not	significant	adverse	effect.			

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	regarding	view	quality	(view	blockage)	would	be	adverse,	but	not	significant	adverse.		No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	

Neighborhood Character 

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 prevent	 the	
attainment	 of	 a	 design	 or	 other	 aesthetic	 goal	 that	 is	 part	 of	 an	 adopted	 community	 plan	 or	 other	 County	
approved	document.	 	This	visual	 character	 type	 is	determined	by	 line,	 form,	 color,	 contrast,	 texture,	 cultural	
features,	scale	and	other	elements	that	contribute	to	the	character	of	the	neighborhood	and	that	are	identified	
as	important	to	the	community.		

Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 AES‐5:	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 not	 be	
consistent	with	Policy	 CE‐B‐1	 of	 the	 City	 of	 San	Diego	General	 Plan	 and	Policy	 10.2	 of	 the	 City	 of	
Santee	General	Plan.		Therefore,	the	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect.		

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	relates	to	two	plans/policies:	

																																																													
28		 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	pages	5.4‐10	and		5.4‐11	(August	2012).	
29		 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	page	5.4‐11	(August	2012).	
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 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 General	 Plan,	 Conservation	 Element:	 Policy	 CE‐B.1	 calls	 for	 “protection	 and	
conservation	of	landforms,	canyon	lands,	and	open	spaces	that	(among	other	things)	provide	public	
views/vistas,	serve	as	core	biological	areas	and	wildlife	linkages,	provide	buffers	within	and	between	
communities,	or	provide	outdoor	recreational	opportunities.”		

 City	 of	 Santee	 General	 Plan,	 Conservation	 Element,	 Policy	 10.2:	 “Encourage	 preservation	 of	
significant	 natural	 features,	 such	 as	 watercourses,	 ridgelines,	 steep	 canyons,	 and	 major	 rock	
outcroppings.”		

The	 alternative	 would	 affect	 the	 existing	 landforms,	 Sycamore	 Canyon,	 and	 public	 views/vistas	 and,	
therefore,	would	not	be	consistent	with	Policy	CE‐B‐1.	 	Also,	because	the	 landfill	would	create	a	ridge	that	
would	replace	an	existing	ridge	and	would	fill	an	existing	canyon,	it	would	not	be	consistent	with	Policy	10.2.		
Because	 the	 alternative	would	 not	meet	 the	 goal	 to	 preserve	 ridgelines	 and	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	
adverse	effect	with	respect	to	visual	quality	(see	above),	the	inconsistency	with	these	plan	policies	would	be	
considered	a	significant	adverse	effect.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 associated	 with	
neighborhood	character.		No	feasible	mitigation	measures,	outside	of	design	features,	are	available	to	reduce	
this	significant	adverse	effect.	

Dark Skies	

Criterion:	 	An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 create	 a	 new	
source	of	substantial	light	or	glare	that	would	adversely	affect	nighttime	views	in	the	area.30	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AES‐6:	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	operate	24	
hours	 a	 day.	 	 Lighting	 for	 operations	 along	 working	 surfaces	would	 be	 directed	 downward	 and	
screened	 from	direct	 view	 from	 off‐site	 locations	 by	 berms.	 	With	 the	use	 of	 berms	 and	 shielded	
lights,	the	alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	on	nighttime	views.					

Solid	 waste	 disposal	 operations	 could	 occur	 24	 hours	 a	 day.	 	 This	 would	 require	 the	 scales	 facility,	 and	
possibly	 the	administrative	offices,	 to	 remain	open	and	 lighted,	although	with	a	 reduced	staff.	 	Operations	
would	require	the	use	of	several	high	powered	mobile	light	units	to	allow	operations	to	continue	during	the	
nighttime	 hours.	 It	 is	 anticipated	 that	 one	 to	 two	 10‐acre	 landfilling	 areas	 (working	 faces)	 would	 be	 in	
operation	at	any	one	time	during	nighttime	hours.	Each	working	face	is	expected	to	contain	several	mobile	
lighting/	generator	units,	each	containing	four	shielded	lights	pointed	downward	from	a	light	tower	raised	to	
a	maximum	 of	 20	 feet.	 	 Lighting	 units	 used	would	 be	 Ingersoll‐Rand	 “Light	 Source”	 or	 similar,	 with	 four	
1,000‐watt	metal	halide	lights.		Each	working	face,	however,	would	be	blocked	from	view	by	barrier	berms.		
With	the	berms,	such	lighting	would	represent	no	more	than	a	dull	glow	except	from	an	elevation	equal	to	or	
greater	than	the	top	of	the	landfill.	 	The	planned	Fanita	Ranch	residential	areas	at	an	elevation	of	900	feet	

																																																													
30		 This	criterion	is	similar	and	equivalent	to	Issue	5	“Would	the	project	result	in	substantial	light	or	glare	which	would	affect	daytime	or	

nighttime	views	in	the	area?”	in	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR,	page	5.4‐23	(August	2012).			
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amsl	or	greater	would	be	approximately	2.75	 to	 four	miles	away	 from	the	 landfill.	 	Future	 lights	 in	Fanita	
Ranch	itself	would	be	much	brighter	than	mobile	light	units	viewed	from	that	distance. 31	

The	scale	area	would	not	be	visible	 from	any	 identified	viewpoint	except	 from	SR	52	south	of	 the	 landfill.	
Each	 scale	 house	would	 contain	 no	more	 than	 standard	 interior	 lighting,	 and	 have	 reflective	 film	 on	 the	
inside	 of	west‐facing	windows	or	 other	measures	 to	minimize	 light	 emissions	 in	 the	 direction	 of	Multiple	
Habitat	Planning	Area	 (MHPA)	 lands	west	of	 the	access	 road.32	 	Outside	 lighting	 for	 the	 scales	 themselves	
would	 be	 shielded,	 directed	 downward	 and	 to	 the	 east,	 and	 would	 be	 the	 minimum	 wattage	 needed	 to	
provide	scales	visibility.	The	alternative	would	not	emit	a	substantial	amount	of	light	into	the	nighttime	sky.		
Proposed	 roadway	 use	 would	 not	 result	 in	 emissions	 or	 reflections	 of	 any	 light	 in	 excess	 of	 light	 now	
reflected	by	the	existing	roadway.	 	Therefore,	no	adverse	 impacts	related	to	night	 lighting	along	roadways	
would	 occur.	 	 The	 relocated	 transmission	 line	would	 not	 be	 lighted,	 either	 during	 construction	 or	 during	
subsequent	 operation.	 No	 markings	 or	 aircraft	 safety	 lighting	 would	 be	 required	 for	 aviation	 safety.	
Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect.33	

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	regarding	dark	skies	would	not	be	adverse.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

	

																																																													
31		 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan,	pages	5.4‐24	and	5.4‐25	(August	2012).	
32		 Ibid.	
33		 Ibid.	
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4.2  AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This	 section	describes	on‐site	 and	off‐site	 agricultural	 resources	 and	potential	 impacts	 to	 those	 resources	
that	 would	 result	 from	 implementation	 of	 the	 alternatives.	 	 With	 the	 exception	 of	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	
Expansion	 Alternative,	 all	 alternatives	 are	 located	 in	 unincorporated	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 For	 these	
alternatives,	 this	 section	 is	 largely	 based	 on	 a	 detailed	 analysis	 that	 follows	 the	 San	 Diego	 County	 Local	
Agricultural	Resources	Assessment	(LARA)	Model	and	is	contained	in	Appendix	E	of	this	EIS.		The	analysis	of	
the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	is	largely	based	on	the	distance	of	designated	agricultural	lands	
from	the	site.		This	section	provides	a	description	of	the	existing	physical	and	regulatory	environment	for	the	
alternatives	as	well	as	the	analysis	of	the	direct	and	indirect	impacts	of	the	alternatives	with	respect	to	any	
existing	on‐site	and	off‐site	agricultural	uses.		The	analysis	also	evaluates	the	compatibility	of	the	alternative	
with	 surrounding	 agricultural	 lands	 and	potential	 conflicts	 that	 could	 result	 in	 the	 indirect	 loss	 of	 off‐site	
agricultural	resources.	

4.2.1  REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

4.2.1.1  State 

California Land Conservation Act 

The	California	Land	Conservation	Act	(Williamson	Act)	of	1965	was	designed	as	an	incentive	to	retain	prime	
agricultural	land	and	open	space	in	agricultural	use,	thereby	slowing	its	conversion	to	urban	and	suburban	
development.	 	 The	 program	 requires	 a	 10‐year	 contract	 between	 the	 County	 and	 the	 landowner.	 	While	
under	contract,	the	land	is	taxed	on	the	basis	of	its	agricultural	use	rather	than	its	market	value.	 	The	land	
becomes	subject	to	certain	enforceable	restrictions,	and	certain	conditions	need	to	be	met	prior	to	approval	
of	 an	 agreement.	 	 As	 stated	 in	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 Policy	 No.	 I‐38,	 an	 agricultural	 preserve	 is	 an	 area	
“devoted	to	either	agricultural	use,	open	space	use,	recreational	use,	or	any	combination	of	such	uses,	and	
compatible	 uses	 which	 are	 designated	 by	 the	 County.”	 	 Landowners	 may	 enter	 into	 a	 contract	 with	 the	
County	 to	 restrict	 their	 land	 to	 the	 uses	 stated	 above	making	 the	 assessment	 on	 their	 land	 based	 on	 the	
restricted	use	rather	than	on	the	market	value.		The	preserve	created	by	this	contract	may	contain	land	other	
than	agricultural	land,	but	the	use	of	any	land	in	the	preserve	and	not	under	contract	must	be	restricted	by	
zoning	or	other	suitable	means	in	such	a	way	as	not	to	be	incompatible	with	agricultural	use	of	the	land.		The	
governing	jurisdiction	must	also	adopt	rules	governing	the	administration	of	the	preserves.	

The	Williamson	Act	is	based	on	numerous	State	legislative	findings	regarding	the	importance	of	agricultural	
lands	in	an	urbanizing	society,	among	them	the	findings	that	agricultural	lands	have	a	definite	public	value	as	
open	space	for	the	purposes	of	aesthetic	value	and	wildlife	habitat	enhancement.	 	Policies	emanating	from	
those	findings	include	those	that	discourage	premature	and	unnecessary	conversion	of	agricultural	 land	to	
urban	 uses	 and	 discourage	 discontinuous	 urban	 development	 patterns	 which	 unnecessarily	 increase	 the	
costs	of	community	services	to	community	residents.	
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California Farmland Conservancy Program 

Implemented	by	the	California	Department	of	Conservation,	the	California	Farmland	Conservancy	Program	
(CFCP)	 is	 a	 voluntary	program	 that	 seeks	 to	 encourage	 the	 long‐term,	 private	 stewardship	 of	 agricultural	
lands	through	the	use	of	agricultural	conservation	easements.		The	CFCP,	formerly	known	as	the	Agricultural	
Land	 Stewardship	 Program,	 was	 created	 in	 1996,	 and	 provides	 grant	 funding	 for	 projects	 that	 use	 and	
support	agricultural	conservation	easements	for	the	protection	of	agricultural	lands.	

Cortese‐Knox‐Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 

The	Cortese‐Knox‐Hertzberg	Local	Government	Reorganization	Act	of	2000	established	procedures	for	local	
government	 changes	 including	 annexations	 to	 a	 city	 or	 special	 district,	 and	 consolidations	 of	 cities	 and	
special	 districts.	 This	 act	 requires	 that	development	or	use	 of	 land	 for	 other	 than	open	 space	occur	 away	
from	existing	prime	agricultural	lands	that	have	not	been	developed	with	non‐agricultural	uses	toward	areas	
containing	nonprime	agricultural	lands,	unless	that	action	would	not	promote	the	planned,	orderly,	efficient	
development	of	an	area.	

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

The	Farmland	Mapping	and	Monitoring	Program	(FMMP),	established	in	1982,	provides	maps	and	statistical	
data	used	for	analyzing	impacts	to	California’s	agricultural	resources.	Agricultural	land	is	rated	according	to	
soil	quality	and	irrigation	status,	with	the	best	quality	land	called	Prime	Farmland.	Maps	are	updated	every	
two	years,	with	current	land	use	information	gathered	from	aerial	photographs,	a	computer	mapping	system,	
public	 review,	 and	 field	 reconnaissance.	 The	 minimum	 mapping	 unit	 is	 10	 acres.	 The	 Prime	 Farmlands,	
Farmlands	 of	 Statewide	 Importance,	 and	 Unique	 Farmlands	 identified	 are	 resources	 to	 consider	 in	 an	
evaluation	of	agricultural	impacts.	

The	FMMP	defines	Farmland	of	Statewide	Importance	as	land	that	has	the	best	combination	of	physical	and	
chemical	 characteristics	 for	 the	production	of	 crops.	 	 It	has	 the	soil	quality,	growing	season,	and	moisture	
supply	 needed	 to	 produce	 sustained	 high	 yields	 of	 crops	 when	 treated	 and	 managed,	 including	 water	
management,	 according	 to	 current	 farming	methods.	 	 Under	 the	 FMMP	definition,	 Farmland	 of	 Statewide	
Importance	must	have	been	used	for	the	production	of	irrigated	crops	at	some	time	during	the	two	update	
cycles	prior	to	the	mapping	date.			

California Land Evaluation Site Assessment Model 

The	 USDA	Natural	 Resources	 Conservation	 Service	 (NCRS)	 developed	 the	 California	 Land	 Evaluation	 Site	
Assessment	Model	 (LESA)	 to	 assist	 state	 and	 local	 officials	 to	make	 sound	decisions	 about	 land	use.	 	 The	
California	LESA	Model	evaluates	soil	resource	quality,	project	size,	water	resource	availability,	surrounding	
agricultural	 lands,	 and	 surrounding	 protected	 resource	 lands.	 	 For	 a	 given	 project,	 the	 factors	 are	 rated,	
weighted,	and	combined,	resulting	in	a	single	numeric	score.	 	The	project	score	then	becomes	the	basis	for	
making	 a	 determination	 of	 a	 project’s	 potential	 importance	 as	 an	 agricultural	 resource.	 	 The	 California	
Department	of	Conservation	encourages	 local	 agencies	 to	develop	 local	 agricultural	models	 to	account	 for	
the	 variability	 of	 local	 agricultural	 resources	 and	 conditions.	 	 The	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 developed	 an	
alternative	approach,	referred	to	as	the	LARA	model,	to	assess	the	relative	value	of	agricultural	resources	in	
San	Diego	County.	
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4.2.1.2  Regional 

San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission 

The	San	Diego	Local	Agency	Formation	Commission	(LAFCO)	is	a	state–mandated	commission	charged	with	
the	objectives	to	(1)	encourage	the	orderly	formation	of	local	governmental	agencies,	(2)	discourage	urban	
sprawl,	 and	 (3)	 preserve	 agricultural	 land	 resources.	 	 Under	 LAFCO’s	 Policy	 L‐101	 (Preservation	 of	Open	
Space	and	Agricultural	Lands),	LAFCO	discourages	proposals	that	would	convert	prime	agricultural	or	open	
space	 lands	 to	 other	 uses	 unless	 such	 an	 action	 would	 not	 promote	 the	 planned,	 orderly,	 efficient	
development	 of	 an	 area	 or	 the	 affected	 jurisdiction	 has	 identified	 all	 prime	 agricultural	 lands	 within	 its	
sphere	 of	 influence	 and	 adopted	 measures	 that	 would	 effectively	 preserve	 prime	 agricultural	 lands	 for	
agricultural	use.	 	LAFCO	also	requires	agencies	to	pre‐zone	territory	(city	only)	to	identify	areas	subject	to	
agricultural/preservation	and	planned	development;	 and	 to	 require	 agencies	 to	 follow	San	Diego	LAFCO’s	
adopted	 procedures	 to	 define	 agricultural	 and	 open	 space	 lands	 and	 to	 determine	when	 a	 proposal	may	
adversely	affect	such	lands.	

County of San Diego Board of Supervisors Policy I‐38, Agricultural Preserves 

The	County	Board	of	Supervisors	Policy	I‐38	sets	forth	policies	for	the	implementation	of	the	Williamson	Act.	
In	1965	the	State	Legislature	added	to	the	Government	Code	Sections	51200	et.	seq.	which	authorized	the	
County	 to	 establish	 Agricultural	 Preserves.	 Board	 Policy	 I‐38	 identifies	 criteria	 for	 the	 establishment,	
modification	 and	 disestablishment	 of	 an	 Agricultural	 Preserve	 including	 processing	 requirements,	
application	 fees,	and	hearing	requirements.	The	policy	also	establishes	a	minimum	size	 for	an	Agricultural	
Preserve,	requires	that	each	preserve	establish	minimum	ownership	sizes	that	landowners	must	meet	to	be	
eligible	for	a	contract,	requires	the	application	of	zoning	regulations,	establishes	eligibility	criteria	for	filing	
an	application	for	an	Agricultural	Preserve	and	contract	with	the	County,	and	establishes	criteria	to	cancel	a	
contract	including	cancellation	by	eminent	domain.	

County of San Diego Board of Supervisors Policy I‐133, Support and Encouragement of Farming in San 

Diego County 

In	 2005,	 the	 County	 Board	 of	 Supervisors	 adopted	 Policy	 I‐133	 to	 develop	 and	 implement	 programs	
designed	 to	 support	 and	 encourage	 farming	 in	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 The	 policy	 recognizes	 the	 Board’s	
commitment,	 support,	 and	 encouragement	 of	 farming	 in	 San	 Diego	 County	 through	 the	 establishment	 of	
partnerships	 with	 landowners	 and	 other	 stakeholders	 to	 identify,	 secure,	 and	 implement	 incentives	 that	
support	the	continuation	of	farming	as	a	major	industry	in	San	Diego.		

County of San Diego Farming Program 

The	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 has	 completed	 a	 contract	 with	 American	 Farmland	 Trust	 to	 help	 develop	 the	
Farming	 Program.	 The	 Farming	 Program	 is	 intended	 to	 create	 the	 framework	 for	 an	 economically	 and	
environmentally	 sustainable	 farming	 industry	 for	 San	Diego	County.	The	Plan,	when	adopted,	will	 include	
land	use	policies	and	programs	to	keep	land	available	and	affordable	for	farming	on	a	voluntary	basis.	It	will	
also	include	economic	development	tools	to	help	improve	farm	profitability.	
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Agricultural Clearing Permit Requirements 

A	 County	 Agricultural	 Clearing	 Permit	 is	 typically	 required	 for	 projects	 involving	 the	 clearing	 and/or	
removal	of	natural	vegetation	on	agricultural	land.		The	establishment	of	a	new	agricultural	operation	on,	or	
the	expansion	of	an	existing	operation	into,	any	area	that	has	not	been	in	agricultural	production	for	at	least	
one	of	the	preceding	five	years	may	also	be	required	to	obtain	an	agricultural	clearing	permit.			

Local Agricultural Resource Assessment Model 

The	LARA	model	was	developed	by	the	San	Diego	County	Department	of	Planning	and	Land	Use	(DPLU)	to	
assess	the	relative	value	of	agricultural	resources	in	the	context	of	discretionary	land	use	projects.		San	Diego	
County	has	chosen	to	use	the	LARA	model,	rather	than	the	LESA	model,	because	the	LARA	model	accounts	
for	 the	 large	number	of	 farms	 in	 the	County	 that	are	 less	 than	10	acres	 in	size	and	 takes	 into	account	 the	
County’s	 unique	 soil	 conditions.	 	 The	 LARA	 model	 considers	 soils,	 climate	 and	 water	 as	 primary	 model	
factors	while	also	considering	the	presence	of	Williamson	Act	Contracts,	other	preserved	lands,	and	existing	
land	uses	in	the	surrounding	area.	

4.2.2  METHODOLOGY FOR REVIEWING EFFECTS UNDER NEPA 

This	subsection	provides	the	evaluation	criteria	used	to	determine	the	effects	of	each	of	the	alternatives.		In	
addition,	this	subsection	describes	the	methodology	used	to	assess	impacts	on	agricultural	resources.			

4.2.2.1  Criteria for Assessing Effects 

In	 the	 absence	 of	 federal	 standards	 by	 which	 adverse	 levels	 could	 be	 determined,	 criteria	 for	 assessing	
effects	rely	on	state	and	local	thresholds	for	guidance.		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	
on	agricultural	resources	if	it	would:				

 Convert	Prime	Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance	(Important	
Farmland),	 as	 shown	 on	 the	 maps	 prepared	 pursuant	 to	 the	 Farmland	 Mapping	 and	 Monitoring	
Program	 (FMMP)	 of	 the	 California	 Resources	 Agency,	 or	 other	 agricultural	 resources,	 to	 non‐
agricultural	use;	

 Directly	or	indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	off‐site	agricultural	resources;	or	

 Be	incompatible	with	surrounding	agricultural	operations,	particularly	those	on	properties	under	a	
Land	Conservation	Act	Contract.	

4.2.2.2  Methodology 

The	following	analysis	focuses	on	potential	impacts	associated	with	the	conversion	of	agricultural	lands	and	
the	potential	for	direct	or	indirect	effects	on	off‐site	agricultural	operations.		The	analysis	characterizes	the	
affected	 environment	 by	 identifying	 any	 direct	 or	 secondary	 effects	 of	 the	 alternatives	 that	 could	 affect	
existing	agricultural	resources	(e.g.,	dust	associated	with	earth	work,	attraction	of	vermin,	use	of	chemicals,	
greater	water	demand,	or	any	contamination	of	ground	or	surface	water).	 	The	analysis	also	compares	the	
extent	of	effects	from	the	alternatives	to	design	features	of	the	alternatives	and	regulations	that	avoid/lessen	
potential	adverse	effects.			
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All	 alternatives	 with	 the	 exception	 of	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 are	 located	 within	
unincorporated	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 For	 the	 alternatives	 located	 in	 unincorporated	 San	 Diego	 County,	 the	
discussion	of	the	of	the	sites’	agricultural	value	is	based	on	classification	of	farmland	and	soils	the	FMMP,	on	
procedures	 provided	 in	 the	 Diego	 County’s	 LARA	 model	 described	 in	 the	 San	 Diego	 Guidelines	 for	
Determining	 Significance	 (2007),	 and	 on	 any	 agricultural	 designation	 of	 the	 alternative	 properties	 by	 San	
Diego	County.		The	importance	rating	based	on	the	LARA	model	is	contained	in	Appendix	E	of	this	EIS.			

The	LARA	model	 takes	 into	account	 the	 following	 factors	 in	determining	the	 importance	of	an	agricultural	
resource:	

Required	Factors:	 Complementary	Factors:	
	  Water	  Surrounding	Land	Uses	
	  Climate	  Land	Use	Consistency	
	  Soil	Quality	  Topography

The	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 is	 based	 on	 a	 FMMP	 map	 of	 the	 area,	
agricultural	 resources	 information	 contained	 in	 SANDAG	 databases,	 and	 information	 contained	 in	 the	
Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR	(August	2012).		For	all	alternatives,	potential	
effects	on	off‐site	agricultural	operations	related	to	water	quality,	siltation,	and	water	supply	are	discussed	
other	sections	of	the	EIS,	including	Section	4.9,	Hydrogeology;	Section	4.14,	Surface	Hydrology;	and	Section	
4.16.1,	 Water	 Supply.	 	 Vector	 control,	 including	 rodents,	 insects,	 and	 birds,	 which	 could	 impact	 off‐site	
agricultural	operations,	is	described	in	Section	4.18,	Human	Health	and	Safety,	of	the	EIS.			

4.2.3  APPLICANT’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 

4.2.3.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

The	 river	 valleys	 and	 hillsides	 of	 San	 Diego	 County	 support	 a	 strong	 agricultural	 industry,	 including	
nurseries,	truck	farms,	avocado	and	citrus	groves.		Agriculture	in	San	Diego	County	covers	302,713	acres	and	
is	 a	 key	 contributor	 to	 San	 Diego	 County’s	 economy.	 	 Because	 of	 the	 high	 cost	 of	 water	 and	 land	 in	 the	
County,	farming	is	costly	and,	overall,	growers	focus	on	the	high	dollar	value	crops.		The	top	10	crops	grown	
in	 the	 County	 include	 indoor	 flowering	 and	 foliage	 plants,	 ornamental	 trees	 and	 shrubs,	 bedding	 plants,	
avocados,	tomatoes,	cut	flowers	and	foliage,	eggs,	poinsettias,	strawberries,	and	Valencia	oranges.		San	Diego	
County	ranks	highest	in	the	nation	in	the	production	value	of	nursery,	floriculture	and	avocados.			

The	Communities	of	Fallbrook,	Pala	Pauma,	and	Valley	Center,	which	surround	the	Gregory	Canyon	site,	are	
the	highest	producers	of	the	County’s	23	community	plan	areas	in	the	production	of	orchard	and	vineyard	
crops.		Table	4.2‐1,	Total	Agricultural	Activities	in	the	Fallbrook,	Pala	Pauma,	and	Valley	Center	Communities,	
presents	the	range	and	acreage	of	agricultural	activities	within	this	region.	
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Local Setting 

On‐Site Agricultural Resources 

The	 Gregory	 Canyon	 site	 has	 not	 been	 used	 for	 agricultural	 purposes	 since	 2006.	 	 Former	 dairies	 that	
occupied	the	property,	the	Lucio	Dairy	and	Verboom	Dairy,	closed	in	1986	and	2006,	respectively.		In	recent	
decades,	San	Diego	County	experienced	a	shift	 from	high‐dairy	production	to	low‐dairy	production,1	which	
may	have	been	reflected	 in	the	closure	of	 these	two	dairies.	 	Figure	9,	Gregory	Canyon	Area	–	Agricultural	
Commodities,	contained	in	Appendix	E	of	this	EIS,	shows	that	the	Gregory	Canyon	property	is	not	currently	a	
producer	of	agricultural	goods.		Figure	9	is	based	on	SANDAG	2012	data.	

Agricultural	uses	during	former	dairy	operations	consisted	of	grazing,	small	pastures,	feeding	areas,	and	feed	
storage.	 	 Pastures	 and	 a	 hayshed	 were	 situated	 on	 the	 valley	 floor	 on	 the	 south	 side	 of	 the	 river.	 	 The	
biological	 resources	 assessment	 performed	 for	 the	 site	 estimates	 that	 approximately	 78.1	 acres	 of	 the	
property	were	used	for	dairy	operations	and	related	agricultural	purposes.2		Agricultural	areas	identified	by	
the	biological	resources	assessment	are	illustrated	in	Figure	1,	Gregory	Canyon	Vegetation	Map,	in	Appendix	
E	of	this	EIS.			

FMMP‐Designated Farmland 

Reference	maps	produced	by	the	FMMP	are	a	tool	in	the	identification	of	agricultural	resources.		According	
to	 FMMP	maps	 of	 the	 area,	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property	 contains	 small	 areas	 of	 Farmland	 of	 Statewide	
Importance	 and	 Unique	 Farmland.	 	 Because	 of	 the	 large	 scale	 of	 the	 FMMP	 map,	 it	 is	 not	 possible	 to	

																																																													
1		 Ramiro	Lobo,	SFP	Advisor,	San	Diego	County,	UC	Cooperative	Expansion,	San	Marcos,	CA,	November	8,	2011,	telephone	conversation,	

Telephone	No.	760‐752‐4725.	

2		 URS,	Biological	Technical	Report	for	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	CEQA	Update,	June	6,	2006.		

Table 4.2‐1
 

Total Agricultural Activities in the Fallbrook, Pala Pauma, and Valley Center Communities 
	

Community 

Approx. 
Acreage of 

the 
Community 
Plan Area 

Field 
Crops/ 
Grazing  Grazing 

Intensive 
(poultry, 

dairies, feed 
lots) 

Orchards 
and 

Vineyards 

Truck Crops 
(greenhouse, 

floral, 
vegetables, 
row crops) 

Total 
Agricultural 
Acreage 

Fallbrook	 36,094	 628	
acres	

2,153	
acres	

81	acres	 13,972	
acres	

1,510	acres	 18,344	acres	

Pala/Pauma	 73,692	 422	
acres	

5,056	
acres	

0	acres	 9,346	
acres	

1,976	acres	 16,800	acres	

Valley	Center	 55,233	 1,404	
acres	

6,293	
acres	

267	acres	 24,085	
acres	

2,154	acres	 34,203	acres	

Total	Acres	 165,019	 2,454	
acres	

13,502	
acres	

348	acres	 47,403	
acres	

5,640	acres	 69,347	acres	

   

	
Source:  San Diego County Update EIR, 2011 
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determine	the	acreages	of	the	designated	areas	within	the	site.		The	minimum	mapping	unit	under	the	FMMP	
is	10	acres	and	land	smaller	than	10	acres	is	incorporated	into	the	surrounding	map	classifications.			

As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 4.2‐1,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 ‐	 FMMP	 Map,	 the	 designated	 Farmland	 of	
Statewide	Importance	is	represented	by	an	east‐west	trending	finger	at	the	west	boundary	of	the	property.		
This	 area	 is	 contiguous	 to	 a	 large	 area	 of	 off‐site	 agricultural	 land,	 located	 directly	west	 of	 the	 site.	 	 The	
adjoining,	 off	 site	 property	 is	 a	 broad,	 active	 farming	 operation,	which	 is	 also	 designated	 as	 Farmland	 of	
Statewide	Importance	and	Prime	Farmland.		Unlike	the	Gregory	Canyon	site,	the	adjoining	off	site	area	is	in	
agricultural	 use	 with	 continuous	 crop	 production.	 	 Because	 the	 on‐site	 designated	 area	 (estimated	 to	 be	
approximately	3.1	acres)	was	intermittently	cultivated	in	the	past	for	animal	feed	or	used	as	pasture,	was	not	
used	 for	 high	 yield	 crops,	 and	 has	 not	 been	 under	 cultivation	 for	 several	 years,	 it	may	 not	 be	 considered	
Farmland	 of	 Statewide	 Importance	 under	 FMMP	 criteria.	 	 Although	 no	 dairy	 farming	 or	 other	 operations	
have	been	undertaken	by	the	property	owner	for	many	years,	aerial	photos	of	the	site	indicate	some	tillage	in	
this	designated	area.		The	possibility	exists	that	this	small	area	is	used	by	the	off‐site	property,	which	grows	
feed	 for	 a	 cattle	 operation	 on	 the	 adjoining	 property.	 	 This	 potentially	 encroaching	 operation,	 however,	
would	not	be	 considered	sustained,	high‐yield	 crop	cultivation	 in	accordance	with	 the	FMMP	definition	of	
Farmland	of	Statewide	Importance.		

Unique	 Farmland	 is	 land	 that	 does	 not	 meet	 the	 criteria	 for	 Prime	 Farmland	 or	 Farmland	 of	 Statewide	
Importance,	but	has	been	used	for	the	production	of	specific	high	economic	value	crops	at	some	time	during	
the	two	update	cycles	prior	to	the	mapping	date.	 	The	area	of	designated	Unique	Farmland	on	the	Gregory	
Canyon	 property	 is	 a	 small	 patch	 located	 to	 the	 south	 of	 the	 east‐west	 trending	 Farmland	 of	 Statewide	
Importance	area.		This	area	directly	adjoins	active	farming	operations	to	the	west	and	is	less	than	10	acres	in	
size.	 	This	area	does	not	have	a	history	of	cultivation	and,	 if	cultivated,	was	not	used	for	the	production	of	
high	value	crops,	such	as	avocados,	citrus	or	similar	food	crops.	 	Thus,	the	area	shown	on	the	FMMP	maps	
would	not	meet	the	FMMP	criteria	for	Unique	Farmland.			

Local Agricultural Resources Assessment 

Under	the	FMMP	definition,	Farmland	of	Local	Importance	is	land	other	than	Prime	Farmland,	Farmland	of	
Statewide	 Importance	 or	 Unique	 Farmland.	 This	 land	may	 be	 important	 to	 the	 local	 economy	 due	 to	 its	
productivity	 or	 value.	 	 The	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property	 has	 no	 areas	 designated	 as	 Farmland	 of	 Statewide	
Importance.		Local	farmland	may	also	be	identified	by	local	agencies.		In	San	Diego	County,	the	LARA	rating	
system	is	used	by	the	County	to	determine	farmland	that	is	considered	an	important	agricultural	resource	to	
the	County.		The	LARA	rating	system	is	based	on	three	required	factors	(water,	climate,	and	soil	quality)	and	
three	complementary	factors	(surrounding	land	uses,	land	use	consistency,	and	topography).		An	analysis	of	
the	Gregory	Canyon	property	based	on	LARA	criteria	is	contained	in	Appendix	E	of	this	EIS.			

As	 summarized	 in	Appendix	E,	under	 the	 required	 factor	 of	water,	 the	property	 south	of	 SR	76	 is	 located	
within	the	San	Luis	Rey	Municipal	Water	District	(SLRMWD),	which	provides	no	imported	water	or	backup	
supply	for	 irrigation.	 	However,	on‐site	well	water	 is	available	to	the	portion	of	the	site	supporting	former	
dairy	operations.	 	Thus,	water	supply	is	considered	moderate.	 	The	required	factor	of	climate	conditions	in	
the	 immediate	 area	 are	 characterized	 by	 relatively	 greater	 temperature	 extremes	 than	 other	 areas	 of	 the	
north	County	and,	thus,	considered	moderate	for	the	purpose	of	agricultural	uses.		The	required	factor	of	soil	
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quality	 in	 the	portion	of	 the	property	 formerly	used	 for	dairy	operations	 is	 considered	high,	 although	 the	
majority	of	the	site	has	poorer	quality	soils	and	does	not	have	a	history	of	agricultural	use.			

With	 respect	 to	 complementary	 factors,	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 formerly	 used	 for	 agricultural	 purposes	 is	
contiguous	to	active,	off	site	farming	operations	to	the	west	and	is,	therefore,	considered	high	with	respect	to	
the	 compatibility	 of	 off‐site	 lands	 to	 agriculture	 uses.	 	 However,	 on	 site	 agricultural	 uses	 would	 not	 be	
consistent	with	the	County’s	General	Plan	land	use	designation	of	the	site	(Public/Semi‐Public,	Solid	Waste	
Facility)	and	the	requirement	under	Proposition	C	for	the	preservation	of	1,313	acres	of	open	space.3		Some	
designated	Public/Semi‐	Public	lands	in	the	County	allow	grazing;	however,	under	the	terms	of	Proposition	
C,	 grazing	 would	 not	 be	 permitted.	 	 Within	 the	 open	 space,	 the	 Habitat	 Restoration	 and	 Resource	
Management	Plan	(HRRMP)	would	restore	and	enhance	approximately	250	acres	of	native	habitat	located	on	
the	site’s	most	arable	soils	along	the	river	basin.		Therefore,	on‐site	land	use	consistency	is	considered	low.		
The	 slope	 of	 the	property	 varies	 from	very	 steep	mountain	 topography	 to	 flatter	 areas	 in	 the	 river	basin.		
Because	of	the	great	variation	over	the	site,	slope	factor	is	considered	moderate.			

In	order	for	the	site	to	be	considered	an	important	agricultural	resource	based	on	the	LARA	model,	all	three	
required	factors	(water,	climate	and	soil)	must	receive	a	high	or	moderate	score.		If	two	required	factors	are	
rated	 as	moderate,	 at	 least	 two	 complementary	 factors	 (surrounding	 land	uses,	 land	use	 consistency,	 and	
slope)	must	be	rated	high	in	order	for	the	property	to	be	considered	an	important	agricultural	resource.		As	
discussed	 in	 Appendix	 E,	 and	 summarized	 in	 Table	 4.2‐2,	 LARA	Model	 Factor	 Ratings	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative	 Site,	 the	 site	 does	 not	 have	 enough	 high	 complementary	 factors	 to	 qualify	 as	 an	
important	agricultural	resource	by	the	County.			

Table 4.2‐2
 

LARA Model Factor Ratings for the Applicant’s Proposed Alternative Site 
	

Required Factors 

LARA Model Rating 

High  Moderate  Low 

Water	 	 X	 	
Climate	 	 X	 	
Soil	Quality	 X	

	
	 	

Complementary Factors  High  Moderate  Low 

Surrounding	Land	Uses	 X	 	 	
Land	Use	Consistency	 	 	 X	
Slope	 	 X	 	
   

	
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 

	

																																																													
3		 Proposition	C,	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	and	Recycling	Collection	Center	Ordinance,	was	approved	in	November	1994	by	San	Diego	

County	voters.		Proposition	C	provides	for	the	construction	and	operation	of	a	Class	III	landfill	and	recycling	collection	on	the	Gregory	
Canyon	site.			



FIGURE

Source: FMMP, 2002; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
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LAFCO Designation 

The	 San	Diego	 LAFCO,	which	 is	 charged	with	 the	 preservation	 of	 agricultural	 land	 resources	 through	 the	
identification	of	all	prime	agricultural	lands	within	its	sphere	of	influence,	requires	the	adoption	of	measures	
that	would	effectively	preserve	prime	agricultural	lands	for	agricultural	use.		Land	use	maps	(Figures	2.3	and	
3.3)	 in	 LAFCO’s	 Draft	Municipal	 Service	 Review	 and	 Sphere	 of	 Influence	 Update	 for	 the	Municipal	Water	
Districts	Within	the	Bonsall	and	Pala	Hydrologic	Sub	Area	(October	2006),	show	the	Gregory	Canyon	site	as	
primarily	non‐agricultural	and	vacant,	and	containing	no	prime	farmland.		Thus,	according	to	the	San	Diego	
LAFCO,	the	Gregory	Canyon	site	is	not	considered	to	be	prime	farmland.	

Off‐Site Agricultural Resources 

The	site	is	located	adjacent	to	existing	agricultural	operations,	particularly	to	the	south	and	west.		Pala	Rey	
Ranch	lies	adjacent	to	the	western	boundary	of	the	site,	south	of	SR	76	to	the	east	and	west	of	Couser	Canyon	
Road.		The	ranch	headquarters,	which	are	surrounded	by	a	pasture	holding	beef	cattle	and	a	citrus	grove,	are	
located	west	 of	 Couser	 Canyon	 Road	 near	 the	mouth	 of	 Couser	 Canyon.	 	 To	 the	 east	 and	west	 of	 Couser	
Canyon	 Road,	 a	 large	 portion	 of	 this	 area	 is	 designated	 as	 Prime	 Farmland,	 Farmland	 of	 Statewide	
Importance,	and	Unique	Farmland.		To	the	east	of	Couser	Canyon	Road,	high	value	truck	farming	is	located	
just	to	the	west	of	the	site.		The	small,	roadside	Pala	Rey	Ranch	produce	stand,	which	sells	local	produce,	is	
located	 on	 the	 south	 side	 of	 SR	 76	 just	 east	 of	 Couser	 Canyon	 Road.	 	 To	 the	 south	 of	 the	 truck	 farming	
operation,	adjacent	 to	Gregory	Canyon	property,	 the	Pala	Rey	Ranch	currently	grows	grass/hay	and	crops	
similar	to	sorghum,	which	provide	feed	for	the	ranch’s	cattle	operation.			

Other	agricultural	operations	to	the	west	include	San	Luis	Rey	Ranch,	which	is	also	located	to	the	east	and	
west	of	Couser	Canyon	Road,	and	Pankey	Ranch,	which	is	located	on	the	south	side	of	SR	76	approximately	
three‐fourths	of	a	mile	west	of	the	site.	 	Pankey	Ranch	consists	primarily	of	citrus	operations.	 	However,	a	
portion	of	Pankey	Ranch	north	of	SR	76	 is	approved	 for	mixed	use	development	and	a	community	college	
campus.			

The	area	to	the	south	of	the	site	is	a	rural	residential	area	with	numerous	homes	on	large	parcels.		The	steep	
canyon	 slopes	 are	 almost	 entirely	 covered	with	 fruit	 tree	 groves,	 primarily	 avocados.	 	 Both	 avocados	 and	
citrus	are	grown	along	the	southern	boundary	of	the	property	in	an	area	designated	as	Unique	Farmland	on	
the	State’s	FMMP	map.			

Designated	 land	uses	 in	 the	area	surrounding	the	Gregory	Canyon	property	are	 illustrated	 in	Figure	4.2‐2,	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	–	General	Plan	Designated	Land	Uses.		As	shown	therein,	the	Gregory	Canyon	
property	 is	 surrounded	by	a	variety	of	designated	Rural	Lands	(RL‐40	and	RL‐20),	Semi‐Rural	Residential	
(SR‐4),	Public/Semi‐Public	facilities,	and	Tribal	Lands.	With	the	exception	of	a	Public/Semi‐Public	parcel	to	
the	north/northwest	of	the	Gregory	Canyon	property,	all	of	these	designated	areas	would	allow	agriculture.		
Existing	Agricultural	Preserves	and	Land	Conservation	Act	Contract	Lands	(Williamson),	depicted	in	Figure	
8,	Gregory	Canyon	Area	‐	Agricultural	Preserves	Contracts,	in	Appendix	E	of	this	EIS,	are	located	throughout	
the	surrounding	area,	particularly	to	the	west	and	south	of	the	Gregory	Canyon	property.	
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Williamson Act Lands 

The	Pala	agricultural	preserve	Number	15	was	established	on	the	Gregory	Canyon	property	by	resolution	in	
December	 1971.	 	 However,	 no	 agricultural	 preserve	 contracts	 were	 ever	 signed	 for	 the	 property	 and	 no	
portion	 of	 the	 property	 is	 under	 either	 a	 Land	 Conservation	 Act	 Contract	 or	 in	 an	 agricultural	 preserve.		
However,	Williamson	Act	preserves	and	agricultural	contract	lands	are	located	in	the	area.		Adjacent	parcels	
under	contracts	are	located	to	the	northwest	in	Rice	Canyon,	to	the	southwest	in	Couser	Canyon,	and	to	the	
northeast	in	the	valley	north	of	SR	76	north	of	Gregory	Mountain.		Surrounding	preserve	lands	within	about	
a	half‐mile	of	the	site	total	approximately	1,220	acres,	845	acres	(69	percent)	of	which	are	under	contract.	

4.2.3.2  Design Features from the Gregory Canyon EIR 

The	potential	hazard	of	dust	on	surrounding	agricultural	uses	would	be	addressed	through	a	Dust	Control	
Plan	that	would	comply	with	all	applicable	regulations.		Dust	control	measures	would	consist	of	the	following	
elements:		

 paving	of	the	main	access	road;		

 proper	maintenance	and	use	of	a	soil	sealant	on	most	internal	haul	roads;	

 proper	maintenance	and	watering	of	internal	haul	roads	that	would	be	routinely	relocated	(e.g.,	the	
last	500	feet	to	the	active	face);		

 water	spraying	of	soil	excavated	and	placed	for	cover;		

 water	spraying	of	areas	where	soil	excavation	is	occurring	for	purposes	of	cell	development;		

 water	spraying	and/or	planting	temporary	vegetation	on	intermediate	soil	cover	areas;		

 planting	and	maintaining	a	vegetative	cover	on	completed	fill	and	excavation	slopes;	and	

 maintaining	traffic	speeds	of	no	more	than	10	miles	per	hour	on	all	on	site,	unpaved	road	surfaces.			

To	minimize	fugitive	dust	from	loads,	covering	or	tarping	of	loads	would	be	required.		Uncovered	dusty	loads	
may	be	refused.		Customers	found	to	be	bringing	in	uncovered	loads	would	be	informed	of	the	covered	load	
policy	and	would	be	rejected	upon	second	observation.		Dusty	loads	would	be	watered	as	soon	as	possible	to	
reduce	fugitive	dust	generation	during	tipping.			

Dust	control	measures	would	be	 implemented	 in	areas	 that	are	not	 in	active	operations	to	minimize	wind	
generated	dust.	 	Water	would	be	applied	and/or	 temporary	vegetation	planted	on	 intermediate	soil	 cover	
areas.	 	 Groundcover	 would	 be	 re‐established	 on	 areas	 disturbed	 by	 construction	 through	 seeding	 and	
watering	those	areas	that	would	not	be	disturbed	for	extended	periods.		A	native	vegetative	cover	would	be	
planted	and	maintained	on	completed	fill	and	excavation	slopes.	

4.2.3.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	 effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 convert	Prime	
Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance	(Important	Farmland),	as	shown	on	
the	maps	prepared	pursuant	 to	 the	Farmland	Mapping	and	Monitoring	Program	of	 the	California	Resources	
Agency,	or	other	agricultural	resources,	to	non‐agricultural	use.	



FIGURE

Source: SANDAG, 2012; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
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Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 AG‐1:	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	would	 not	 convert	 Prime	
Farmland,	 Unique	 Farmland,	 Farmland	 of	 Statewide	 or	 Local	 Importance,	 or	 other	 agricultural	
resources	 to	 a	 non‐agricultural	 use.	 	 Therefore,	 no	 adverse	 effects	with	 respect	 to	 this	 criterion	
would	occur.		

With	 the	 development	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 including	 the	 proposed	 landfill,	
borrow/stockpile	 areas,	 the	 preservation	 of	 a	 minimum	 1,313	 acres	 of	 permanent	 open	 space,	 and	
implementation	of	 the	HRRMP,	 the	 site	would	not	be	available	 for	 future	agricultural	use.	 	A	 contributory	
factor	 to	 the	 LARA	 model’s	 land	 use	 finding,	 is	 that	 the	 property’s	 General	 Plan	 land	 use	 designation	
(Public/Semi‐Public	 Land	 (Solid	 Waste	 Facility)	 and	 the	 requirement	 under	 Proposition	 C	 for	 the	
preservation	 of	 1,313	 acres	 of	 permanent	 open	 space	 are	 not	 consistent	 with	 an	 agricultural	 use	 of	 the	
property.		Within	the	open	space,	the	HRRMP	would	restore	and	create	approximately	250	acres	of	sensitive	
native	species	in	the	river	valley.		Because	this	area	contains	the	site’s	most	arable	soils,	the	HRRMP	would,	
thus	preclude	agricultural	uses	in	the	portion	of	the	property	containing	the	property’s	highest	agricultural	
potential.	 	 Because	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property	 is	 not	 considered	 to	meet	 FMMP	 criteria	 regarding	 the	
LAFCO	definition	of	Prime	Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	Importance,	or	Farmland	of	
Local	 Importance,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 not	 convert	 these	 FMMP‐categorized	
farmlands	 to	non‐agricultural	 uses.	 	No	 adverse	 effects	with	 respect	 to	 the	 criterion	 related	 to	 the	 loss	 of	
Prime,	Unique,	or	Important	farmland	would	occur.	

If	the	SDCWA	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option	were	to	be	implemented,	construction	would	not	occur	within	an	
area	designated	as	FMMP	Prime	Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	 Importance.		
Therefore,	 	 no	 adverse	 effect	 would	 occur	 from	 the	 implementation	 of	 this	 option	 with	 respect	 to	 this	
criterion.	

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 directly	 or	
indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	off‐site	agricultural	resources	or	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	
agricultural	operations,	particularly	those	on	properties	under	a	Land	Conservation	Act	Contract.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	AG‐2:	With	 the	 implementation	of	design	 features,	 for	dust	 control,	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	directly	or	 indirectly	 impair	the	productivity	of	off‐site	
agricultural	resources,	or	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	Land	Conservation	Act	contracted	lands	
or	 other	 agricultural	 lands	 in	 a	manner	 that	would	 inhibit	 agricultural	 activities.	 	 Therefore,	 no	
significant	adverse	effects	with	respect	to	this	criterion	would	occur.		

The	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 landfill	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 generate	 dust,	 cause	 meteorological	
effects	related	to	topographic	changes,	increase	the	presence	of	vectors,	use	harmful	chemicals,	cause	water	
contamination	 or	 siltation,	 or	 affect	 water	 supply	 in	 a	 manner	 that	 could	 affect	 farmlands.	 	 With	 the	
exception	 of	 dust	 and	 meteorological	 effects,	 these	 subject	 areas	 (water,	 vectors,	 and	 chemicals)	 are	
evaluated	in	other	sections	of	this	EIS.		As	determined	therein,	water,	vector,	and	chemical	impacts	would	be	
reduced	to	below	relevant	criteria	through	respective	design	features.	

Landfill	construction	and	operation	adjacent	to	existing	Williamson	Act	contract	lands	(Figure	8	in	Appendix	
E)	 raises	 an	 issue	 regarding	 the	 compatibility	 of	 the	 alternative	with	 the	 agricultural	 operations	 that	 the	
contracts	are	 intended	 to	perpetuate.	 	Dust,	which	can	become	airborne	and	 fall	out	on	nearby	crops,	 can	
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cause	a	range	of	potentially	adverse	effects	on	plant	cultivation.		For	instance,	dust	accumulation	can	reduce	
photosynthesis,	and	create	insect	and	disease	related	problems,	which	can	reduce	crop	yields	and	contribute	
to	 insect	problems.	 	Dust	has	 also	been	shown	 to	 interfere	with	 the	activities	of	parasitic	 and	predaceous	
insects.		On	occasion,	this	interference	has	resulted	in	an	outbreak	of	insect	and	mite	problems.		Dust	also	has	
the	 potential	 to	 threaten	 the	 continued	 effectiveness	 of	 bees	 as	 pollinators	 of	 fruit	 groves,	 or	 could	 cause	
bees	to	leave	the	affected	areas.		

A	detailed	analysis	of	dust	generation	 is	provided	 in	Section	4.3,	Air	Quality	and	Greenhouse	Gases,	of	 the	
EIS.	 	 Section	4.3	 also	provides	 regional	 and	site	 specific	wind	 flow	 information.	 	As	described	 therein,	 the	
local	canyon	topography	orients	the	regional	west/east	wind	pattern	into	a		northwest/south	airflow.		While	
winds	 could	 transport	dust	north,	 south,	 or	west	 of	 the	 site,	winds	 to	 the	west	 are	 rare.	 	Winds	 from	 the	
north	 occur	 primarily	 at	 night,	 when	 dust	 generating	 landfill	 activities	 would	 not	 occur.	 	 Distance	 and	
topographic	 barriers	 would	 create	 an	 effective	 separation	 between	 the	 landfill	 and	 nearby	 agricultural	
contract	lands	in	Couser	Canyon,	to	the	south	of	the	site.	 	At	its	nearest	point,	the	landfill	footprint	and	the	
extent	of	 operations	would	be	approximately	3,300	 feet	 (0.6	miles)	 from	 the	nearest	agricultural	 contract	
lands	 adjacent	 to	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property’s	 western	 property	 line	 and	 within	 Couser	 Canyon.		
Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	would	be	approximately	1,000	feet	(0.2	miles)	from	agricultural	contract	lands	in	
Couser	Canyon.		However,	the	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	is	within	100	feet	of	those	same	contract	lands.			

Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	would	be	approximately	22.4	acres	 in	size	and	would	rise	100	to	180	feet	above	
the	 existing	 grade	 (depending	 on	 the	 location).	 	 It	 would	 rise	 approximately	 100	 feet	 above	 the	 existing	
ground	 level	 to	 the	 north	 and	 south,	 approximately	 50	 feet	 above	 the	 existing	 grade	 to	 the	 east	 and	
approximately	 180	 feet	 above	 the	 lowest	 point	 to	 the	 west.4	 	 At	 the	 end	 of	 initial	 construction,	
Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	would	be	 re‐graded	and	planted	with	native	 species.	 	At	 approximately	year	25,	
Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A	 would	 be	 re‐opened	 and	 the	 material	 would	 be	 used	 for	 cover.	 	 Dust	 control	
measures	(design	features,	listed	above),	such	as	water	spraying	of	areas	where	soil	excavation	is	occurring	
for	purposes	of	cell	development;	ancillary	dust	control	activities;	applying	water	and/or	planting	temporary	
vegetation	on	intermediate	soil	cover	areas;	and	planting	and	maintaining	a	vegetative	cover	on	completed	
fill	 and	 excavation	 slopes,	would	be	 used	 to	 reduce	dust	during	 the	period	of	 time	 in	which	 the	 stockpile	
surface	was	exposed.		Therefore,	dust	impacts	associated	with	the	use	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	would	not	
impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	adjacent	agricultural	lands.	

The	 alteration	 of	 landforms	 during	 the	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 landfill	 could	 potentially	 cause	
microclimate	 changes	 in	 the	 area.	 	 It	 is	 estimated	 that	 the	 landfill	 and	 respective	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	
(308	acres),	 compared	 to	 the	overall	 basin	 floor	of	 the	San	Luis	Rey	canyon	 in	 the	area	 (12,000	acres),	 is	
fractional	 (2.6	 percent)	 when	 compared	 to	 the	 volume	 and	 movement	 of	 air	 down	 into	 the	 valley.	 	 The	
expected	 temperature	 change	 resulting	 from	 the	 altered	 topography	 would	 be	 a	 drop	 of	 0.18	 degree	
Fahrenheit	 (see	 Section	 4.3,	 Air	 Quality	 and	 Greenhouse	 Gases,	 	 of	 the	 EIS).	 	 As	 described	 in	 Section	 4.3,	
existing	avocado	and	citrus	orchards,	predominantly	to	the	south	and	west	of	the	site,	and	the	truck	farm	to	
the	west	of	the	site	would	not	be	affected	by	this	minor	change.		Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A,	which	would	be	
located	 in	 proximity	 to	 agricultural	 lands	would	 be	 terraced	 and	would	 not	 cause	 any	 shading	 of	 off‐site	
agricultural	lands.	 	Therefore,	meteorological	impacts	would	not	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	adjacent	
agricultural	lands.	

																																																													
4		 The	existing	grades	around	the	perimeter	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	range	from	about	320	to	400	feet.			
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With	the	exception	of	water	wells	on	the	north	side	of	SR	76,	the	Gregory	Canyon	property	north	of	SR	76,	
which	also	adjoins	Williamson	Contract	properties,	would	remain	as	open	space	as	under	existing	conditions.		
In	 addition,	 the	 northwest	 corner	 of	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property,	which	 adjoins	 designated	 agricultural	
preserve	lands,	would	remain	as	open	space.		Because	the	Gregory	Canyon	property’s	existing	interface	with	
these	agricultural	lands	would	not	change,	the	open	space	on	the	Gregory	Canyon	property	in	these	areas	is	
considered	 compatible	with	off‐site	 agricultural	 lands.	 	After	 the	 closure	 of	 the	 landfill	 (approximately	30	
years)	 the	 impacted	 areas	 of	 the	 site	 would	 establish	 native	 habitat.	 	 The	 permanent	 open	 space	 and	
restoration	of	the	site	to	native	vegetation	would	be	consistent	with	the	open	space	and	rural	character	of	
the	surrounding	area,	and	would	be	similar	to	the	existing	character	of	the	site.		In	addition,	the	Williamson	
Act	 is	 based	 on	 numerous	 state	 legislative	 findings	 regarding	 the	 importance	 of	 agricultural	 lands	 in	 an	
urbanizing	 society,	 among	 them	 the	 findings	 that	 agricultural	 lands	 have	 a	 definite	 public	 value	 as	 open	
space	 for	 the	 purposes	 of	 aesthetic	 value	 and	 wildlife	 habitat	 enhancement.	 	 This	 policy	 implies	 that	
agricultural	uses	may	serve	as	open	space	and	would,	therefore,	be	compatible	with	other	open	space	uses.	

With	 the	 implementation	 of	 design	 features,	 the	 landfill	 would	 not	 cause	 detrimental	 effects	 on	 adjacent	
agricultural	 uses	 and	 would	 provide	 permanent	 open	 space	 in	 the	 long	 term.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 would	 be	
compatible	with	 the	 character	 and	 not	 cause	 harm	 to	 surrounding	 agricultural	 land	 uses.	 	 Therefore,	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	the	criteria	(1)	to	not	directly	or	indirectly	impair	
the	productivity	 or	use	 of	 off‐site	 agricultural	 resources	 and	 (2)	 to	not	 be	 incompatible	with	 surrounding	
agricultural	 operations,	 particularly	 those	 on	 properties	 under	 a	 Land	 Conservation	 Act	 Contract.	 The	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 with	 respect	 to	 these	
criteria.		

If	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option	were	to	be	implemented,	construction	activities	would	be	
subject	 to	 the	 same	 dust	 control	 plan	 as	 under	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 The	 on‐site	
construction	of	this	feature	would	not	directly	or	indirectly	cause	the	conversion	of	off‐site	agricultural	lands	
to	non‐agricultural	uses.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	with	respect	to	these	criteria	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
no	significant	adverse	effect	would	occur	with	respect	to	agricultural	resources.		No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.	

4.2.4  NO FEDERAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.2.4.1  Affected Environment 

Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	a	conservation	bank	for	biological	resources	would	be	implemented	
on	 the	 property.	 	 As	 a	 permanent	 conservation	 site,	 all	 agricultural	 uses	 including	 grazing	 would	 be	
prohibited	on	the	site	in	favor	of	biological	preservation.			

4.2.4.2  Design Features 

No	design	features	for	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	are	associated	with	agricultural	resources.		
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4.2.4.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	 effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 convert	Prime	
Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance	(Important	Farmland),	as	shown	on	
the	maps	prepared	pursuant	 to	 the	Farmland	Mapping	and	Monitoring	Program	of	 the	California	Resources	
Agency,	or	other	agricultural	resources,	to	non‐agricultural	use.	

Impact	 Statement	No	 Federal	Action	AG‐1:	 	The	No	 Federal	Action	Alternative	would	 not	 convert	
Prime	Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance,	or	other	agricultural	
resources	 to	 a	 non‐agricultural	 use.	 	 Therefore,	 no	 adverse	 effects	with	 respect	 to	 this	 criterion	
would	occur.		

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	allow	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site	to	be	used	for	
agricultural	purposes	since	Proposition	C	amended	the	General	Plan	designation	and	zoning	on	the	site	 to	
allow	 for	 the	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 a	 Class	 III	 landfill	 and	 recycling	 collection	 on	 the	 property.		
However,	 as	 described	 above,	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property	 would	 not	 meet	 FMMP	 criteria	 as	 Prime	
Farmland,	 Farmland	 of	 Statewide	 Importance,	 or	 Unique	 Farmland,	 which	 are	 based	 on	 the	 on‐going	
cultivation	 of	 high	 value	 crops.	 	 Other	 mapping	 sources,	 including	 San	 Diego	 LAFCO,	 do	 not	 show	 any	
sections	of	 the	Gregory	Canyon	property	 as	prime	 farmland.	 	The	Gregory	Canyon	property	 also	does	not	
meet	 the	County’s	LARA	rating	model	 for	 important	 farmland.	 	A	 contributory	 factor	 to	 the	LARA	model’s	
land	use	 finding,	 is	 that	 the	property’s	General	Plan	 land	use	 designation	 [Public/Semi‐Public	 Land	 (Solid	
Waste	Facility)]	would	not	be	consistent	with	agricultural	use	of	the	property.		Because	the	Gregory	Canyon	
property	 is	not	 considered	 to	meet	FMMP	criteria	 regarding	Farmland	of	Statewide	Local	 Importance	and	
Unique	Farmland,	the	LAFCO	definition	of	Prime	Farmland,	or	the	County’s	definition	of	Farmland	of	Local	
Importance,	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	convert	 farmlands	 in	 these	categories	 	 to	a	non‐
agricultural	 (conservation	 bank)	 use.	 	 Impacts	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 criterion	 related	 to	 the	 loss	 of	 Prime	
Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	 State	 Importance,	 and	Farmland	of	Local	 Importance	would	not	
occur.	

Criterion:	 	An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 be	 directly	 or	
indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	off‐site	agricultural	resources	or	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	
agricultural	operations,	particularly	those	on	properties	under	a	Land	Conservation	Act	Contract.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AG‐2:	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	directly	or	
indirectly	impair	the	productivity	of	an	on‐site	Land	Conservation	Act	(Williamson)	contracted	tract	
or	 other	 preserved	 agricultural	 lands	 in	 a	 manner	 that	 would	 inhibit	 agricultural	 activities.		
Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	with	respect	to	this	criterion	would	occur.		

The	 use	 of	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property	 as	 a	 conservation	 bank	 and	 passive	 open	 space	would	 have	 no	
adverse	effect	on	 surrounding	agricultural	 lands.	 	This	use	would	not	 cause	dust	or	 any	other	deleterious	
effects	 that	would	reduce	productivity	or	 impact	 local,	off‐site	crops.	 	Because	 the	passive	open	space	and	
conservation	 bank	 would	 not	 cause	 detrimental	 effects	 on	 adjacent	 agricultural	 uses	 and	 would	 provide	
permanent	open	space	in	the	long	term,	it	would	be	compatible	with	the	character	and	would	not	cause	harm	
to	surrounding	agricultural	land	uses.		Therefore,	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	
the	criteria	(1)	to	not	directly	or	 indirectly	 impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	off‐site	agricultural	resources	
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and	(2)	to	not	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	agricultural	operations.	 	Therefore,	the	No	Federal	Action	
Alternative	would	have	no	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	this	criterion.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	 adverse	 effects	 to	 agricultural	 resources	 would	 occur	 under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative.	 	 No	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

4.2.5  ASPEN ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.2.5.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	is	located	within	the	Fallbrook	Community	Plan	area	and	abuts	the	Rainbow	
Community	Plan	area.	 	According	to	the	San	Diego	County	General	Plan	Update	EIR,	approximately	13,972	
acres	 in	 the	Fallbrook	Community	Plan	 (or	approximately	39	percent	of	 the	Plan’s	more	 than	36,084	acre		
land	 area)	 and	 3,036	 acres	 in	 the	 Rainbow	 Community	 Plan	 (or	 approximately	 34	 percent	 of	 the	 Plan’s	
approximately	14‐square‐mile	land	area,	are	identified	as	orchards	and	vineyards.	 	The	majority	of	uses	in	
this	 category	consist	of	 avocado	groves.	 	Total	 agricultural	 land	 in	 the	Fallbrook	Community	Plan	 (18,344	
acres)	makes	up	approximately	51	percent	of	the	total	land	area	of	the	Community	Plan.		Total	agricultural	
land	in	the	Rainbow	Community	Plan	(4,445	acres)	makes	up	approximately	46	percent	of	the	total	land	area	
of	the	Community	Plan.		Table	4.2‐3,	Total	Agricultural	Activities	in	the	Fallbrook	and	Rainbow	Communities,	
presents	the	range	and	acreage	of	agricultural	uses	within	this	region.	

Table 4.2‐3
 

Total Agricultural Activities in the Fallbrook and Rainbow Communities 
	

Community 

Approx. 
Acreage of 

the 
Community 
Plan Area 

Field 
Crops  Grazing 

Intensive 
(poultry, 

dairies, feed 
lots) 

Orchards 
and 

Vineyards 

Truck Crops 
(greenhouse, 

floral, 
vegetables, 
row crops) 

Total 
Agricultural 
Acreage 

Fallbrook	 36,000	acres	 628	
acres	

2,153	
acres	

81	acres	 13,972	
acres	

1,510	acres	 18,344	acres	

Rainbow	 9,660	acres	 10	acres	 458	acres	 21	acres	 3,036	
acres	

920	acres	 4,445	acres	
	

Total	Acres	 45,660	acres	 638	
acres	

2,611	
acres	

102	acres	 17,008	
acres	

2,430	acres	 22,779	acres	

   

	
Source:  San Diego County Update EIR, Agricultural Resources, 2011 
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Local Setting 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	property	supports	agricultural	operations,	primarily	avocado	groves,	along	its	
east	and	west	edges.		Agricultural	uses	have	comprised	approximately	20	percent	of	the	land	area.	

FMMP‐Designated Farmland 

As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 4.2‐3,	 Aspen	 Road	Alternative	 ‐	 FMMP	Map,	 the	 property	 contains	 FMMP‐designated	
farmland	comprising	approximately	20	percent	of	 the	property.	 	The	majority	of	 the	Aspen	Road	property	
consists	of	 the	FMMP	designation	“other”,	which	 in	this	area	generally	applies	to	undeveloped	open	space.		
Designated	areas	include	Farmland	of	Local	Importance	and	Unique	Farmland	in	the	west	central	and	east	
central	 sections	of	 the	property.	 	Based	on	 the	 state’s	 current	FMMP	map	 for	 the	area,	 surrounding	areas	
directly	 to	 the	 east	 and	 west,	 and	 contiguous	 to	 the	 property,	 are	 designated	 as	 Farmland	 of	 Local	
Importance	 and	 Unique	 Farmland.	 	 An	 area	 designated	 as	 Farmland	 of	 Statewide	 Importance	 is	 located	
approximately	800	feet	to	the	southwest	of	the	site.			

Local Agricultural Resources Assessment 

An	analysis	of	 the	Aspen	Road	property	based	on	LARA	criteria	 is	contained	in	Appendix	E	of	 this	EIS.	 	As	
summarized	in	Appendix	E,	under	the	required	factors,	water	and	climate	are	rated	as	“moderate;”	whereas	
soil	quality	is	rated	“high.”		Complementary	factors,	including	surrounding	land	use	and	land	use	consistency	
are	also	rated	“high.”		The	area	surrounding	the	site	is	characterized	by	low‐intensity	uses	of	a	rural	and/or	
agricultural	 nature.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 the	 FMMP	 Map	 (Figure	 4.2‐3),	 the	 property’s	 areas	 of	 Farmland	 of	
Statewide	Importance	and	Unique	Farmland	are	contiguous	to	broader	and	similarly	designated	farmland	to	
the	 east	 and	 west	 of	 the	 site.	 	 The	 proximity	 of	 the	 site	 to	 active	 agricultural	 lands	 improves	 the	
attractiveness	of	the	site	for	agricultural	uses,	due	to	lower	expectations	for	nuisance	issues	associated	with	
agricultural	activities.			

As	 illustrated	 in	Figure	4.2‐4,	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 ‐	General	Plan	Designated	Land	Uses,	 the	 central	 and	
larger	portion	of	the	site	is	designated	in	the	General	Plan	as	a	Rural	Lands,	although	a	section	along	the	east	
edge	of	the	site	is	designated	as	Semi‐Rural	Lands.		Under	the	San	Diego	County	General	Plan,	rural	and	semi‐
rural	 designations	 permit	 agricultural	 uses.	 	 Therefore,	 agricultural	 uses	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	
underlying	designation	and	intended	purpose	of	the	property.		Because	the	Aspen	Road	property	would	have	
one	 “high”	 required	 factor	 and	 two	 “high”	 complementary	 factors,	 it	 would	 qualify	 as	 an	 important	
agricultural	 resource	 by	 the	 County.	 	 These	 ratings	 are	 summarized	 in	 Table	 4.2‐4,	 LARA	Model	 Factor	
Ratings	for	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	Site.			

Williamson Act Lands 

Figure	18,	Aspen	Road	Area	‐	Agricultural	Preserves	Contracts,	in	Appendix	E	of	this	EIS,	shows	the	area	of	
the	property	that	is	currently	under	an	agricultural	preserve	contract.		Agriculture	use	of	the	property	would	
be	consistent	with	the	underlying	designation	and	intended	purpose	of	the	property.			
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4.2.5.2  Design Features 

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Project	Alternative,	a	Dust	Control	plan	would	be	implemented	as	part	of	
the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.	 	Dust	 control	measures	would	be	 implemented	 in	areas	 that	are	not	 in	active	
operations	to	minimize	wind	generated	dust.		Water	would	be	applied	and/or	temporary	vegetation	planted	
on	intermediate	soil	cover	areas.		Groundcover	would	be	re‐established	on	areas	disturbed	by	construction	
through	 seeding	 and	 watering	 those	 areas	 that	 would	 not	 be	 disturbed	 for	 extended	 periods.	 	 A	 native	
vegetative	cover	would	be	planted	and	maintained	on	completed	fill	and	excavation	slopes.	

4.2.5.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	 effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 convert	Prime	
Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance	(Important	Farmland),	as	shown	on	
the	maps	prepared	pursuant	 to	 the	Farmland	Mapping	and	Monitoring	Program	of	 the	California	Resources	
Agency,	or	other	agricultural	resources,	to	non‐agricultural	use.	

Impact	 Statement	Aspen	AG‐1:	 	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	 convert	Unique	 Farmland	 and	
Farmland	 of	 Local	 Importance	 to	 a	 non‐agricultural	 use.	 	 Therefore,	 significant	 adverse	 effects	
related	to	the	conversion	of	these	designated	farmlands	would	occur.			

Under	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative,	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 footprint	 would	 occur	 within	 the	 north/south	
trending	canyon	that	dominates	the	central	portion	of	the	site.	 	Landfill	operations	and	the	ultimate	height	
and	mass	of	the	landfill	would	impinge	on	areas	with	Farmland	of	Local	Importance	located	along	the	east	
and	 west	 slopes	 facing	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 Other	 areas	 of	 the	 site	 would	 be	 used	 for	 roads,	 ancillary	
facilities,	or	borrow/stockpile	areas.		Any	of	the	designated	farmland	located	in	the	footprint	area	or	affected	
by	roads	and	facilities	would	not	be	available	for	future	agricultural	use.		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	
convert	areas	of	designated	Farmland	of	Local	Importance	to	non‐agricultural	use	and,	thus,	the	alternative	
would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	this	criterion.			

Table 4.2‐4
 

LARA Model Factor Ratings for the Aspen Road Alternative Site 
	

Required Factors 

LARA Model Rating 

High  Moderate  Low 

Water	 	 X	 	
Climate	 	 X	 	
Soil	Quality	 X	

	
	 	

Complementary Factors  High  Moderate  Low 

Surrounding	Land	Uses	 X	 	 	
Land	Use	Consistency	 X	 	 	
Slope	 	 X	 	
   

	
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Mitigation Measures 

No	mitigation	measures	have	been	identified	that	would	reduce	the	significant	adverse	effect	to	Farmland	of	
Local	Importance.			

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 directly	 or	
indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	off‐site	agricultural	resources	or	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	
agricultural	operations,	particularly	those	on	properties	under	a	Land	Conservation	Act	Contract.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AG‐2:	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	directly	impair	the	productivity	of	
an	 on‐site	 Land	 Conservation	 Act	 (Williamson)	 contracted	 tract	 in	 a	manner	 that	 would	 inhibit	
agricultural	activities.		Therefore,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	
with	respect	to	this	criterion.		

The	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 generate	 dust,	 cause	
meteorological	 effects	 related	 to	 topographic	 changes,	 increase	 the	 presence	 of	 vectors,	 use	 harmful	
chemicals,	 cause	 water	 contamination	 or	 siltation,	 or	 affect	 water	 supply	 in	 a	 manner	 that	 could	 affect	
farmlands.		Dust,	which	can	become	airborne	and	fall	out	on	nearby	crops	located	immediately	downwind	of	
the	landfill	footprint	and	could	cause	a	range	of	adverse	effects	on	plant	cultivation.		Effects	to	water	quality	
and	soil	quality	would	be	reduced	below	the	criteria	through	environmental	features	incorporated	into	the	
design,	such	as	the	landfill	 liner	and	monitoring.	 	Other	measures	such	as	the	Dust	Control	Plan	and	safety	
features	described	in	Chapter	3,	Description	of	Alternatives,	of	the	EIS	would	minimize	impacts	to	adjacent	
lands.	 	 The	 landfill	would	 be	 located	within	 the	 central	 section	 of	 the	 property	 in	 a	 north‐south	 trending	
valley.		In	addition	to	protections	provided	by	water	quality	mitigation	measures	and	the	Dust	Control	Plan,	
off‐site	 agricultural	 lands	 to	 the	 east	 and	 west	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 property	 would	 be	 protected	 by	 the	
distance	 of	 these	 areas	 from	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 and	 the	 north‐south	 trending	 ridgelines	 of	 the	 canyon.		
Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	to	off‐site	agricultural	resources	would	occur.		However,	agricultural	
lands	within	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 site	 that	 abut	 or	 are	 located	within	 the	 landfill	 footprint	would	 be	 directly	
impacted	by	the	landfill,	including	the	area	under	Conservation	Act	contract	(Figure	18	in	Appendix	E)	and	
FMMP‐designated	 Unique	 Farmland	 and	 Farmland	 of	 Local	 Importance	 (Figure	4.2‐3).	 	 The	 alternative	
would	prohibit	any	agricultural	operation	that	the	Conservation	Act	contract	is	intended	to	perpetuate.			

The	 Aspen	 Road	 property	 is	 considered	 an	 important	 agricultural	 resource	 based	 on	 the	 LARA	 analysis,	
described	above.		Because	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	could	detrimentally	impact	on‐site	agricultural	uses,	it	
would	 not	 be	 compatible	 with	 the	 character	 of	 the	 on‐site	 agricultural	 land	 uses	 adjacent	 to	 the	 landfill	
footprint.	 	 The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 not	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 criteria	 (1)	 to	 not	 directly	 or	
indirectly	 impair	 the	 productivity	 or	 use	 of	 agricultural	 resources	 and	 (2)	 to	 not	 be	 incompatible	 with	
surrounding	 agricultural	 operations,	 particularly	 those	 on	 properties	 under	 a	 Land	 Conservation	 Act	
Contract.		Therefore,	significant	adverse	direct	and	indirect	impacts	to	on‐site	agricultural	uses	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 convert	 an	 area	 under	 a	 Conservation	 Act	 (Williamson	 Act)	 contract,	
Farmland	 of	 Local	 Importance	 and	 Unique	 Farmland	 located	 on	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 site.	 	 Design	
features,	including	a	Dust	Control	Plan	would	reduce	impacts	to	off‐site	agricultural	resources.		However,	no	
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further	 mitigation	 measures	 have	 been	 identified	 that	 would	 reduce	 the	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 with	
respect	to	this	criterion.			

4.2.6  GOPHER CANYON ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.2.6.1 Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 is	 located	 in	 the	 south	 sector	 of	 the	 Bonsall	 Community	 Plan	 area.		
According	 to	 the	 San	 Diego	 County	 General	 Plan	 Update	 EIR,	 approximately	 11,248	 acres	 of	 the	 Bonsall	
Community	Plan	area	or	approximately	50	percent	of	the	land	in	the	Community	Plan	area	are	identified	as	
agricultural	lands.		Table	4.2‐5,	Total	Agricultural	Activities	in	the	Bonsall	Community	Plan	Area,	presents	the	
range	 and	 acreage	 of	 agricultural	 uses	 within	 this	 region.	 	 The	major	 agricultural	 uses	 are	 orchards	 and	
vineyards	(primarily	avocado	groves),	which	comprise	approximately	32	percent	of	the	total	land	area,	and	
grazing,	which	comprise	approximately	11	percent	of	the	total	land	area.	

Table 4.2‐5
 

Total Agricultural Activities in the Bonsall Community Plan Area 
	

Community 

Approx. 
Acreage of 

the 
Community 
Plan Area 

Field 
Crops/ 
Grazing  Grazing 

Intensive 
(poultry, 

dairies, feed 
lots) 

Orchards 
and 

Vineyards 

Truck Crops 
(greenhouse, 

floral, 
vegetables, 
row crops) 

Total 
Agricultural 
Acreage 

Bonsall	 21,037	acres	 291	
acres	

2,228	
acres	

121	acres	 6,712	
acres	

1,896	acres	 11,248	acres	

   

Source:  San Diego County Update EIR, Agricultural Resources, 2011 

	

Local Setting 

FMMP‐Designated Farmland 

As	 shown	 in	Figure	4.2‐5,	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	 ‐	FMMP	Map,	 no	FMMP‐designated	 farmland	 is	
located	on	the	property	or	in	the	vicinity	of	the	property.	As	shown	in	the	FMMP	map,	the	alternative	site	is	
designated	 as	 “other	 land,”	which	 indicates	 a	 non‐agricultural	 use	 and	may	 indicate	 natural,	 undeveloped	
open	space.		Two	areas,	one	abutting	the	left	boundary	to	the	west	and	one	abutting	the	northeast	corner	of	
the	 property	 are	 designated	 as	 “urban	 and	built‐up	 land,”	which	may	not	 be	 compatible	with	 agricultural	
uses.			

Local Agricultural Resources Assessment 

An	analysis	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	property	based	on	LARA	criteria	is	contained	in	Appendix	E	of	this	
EIS.	 	 As	 summarized	 in	 Appendix	 E,	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 property	 would	 receive	 low	 ratings	 for	
surrounding	lands,	land	use	compatibility,	and	soils.		Figure	4.2‐6,	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	‐	General	
Plan	 Designated	 Land	 Uses,	 illustrates	 the	 variety	 of	 land	 use	 designations	 on	 the	 site.	 	 The	 area	 is	
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characterized	 by	 agricultural	 and	 large‐lot	 rural	 residential	 development,	 with	 other	 land	 uses/activities	
including	 quarries,	 day	 spas/resorts,	 and	 regional	 utility	 infrastructure	 for	 communications	 and	 water	
treatment.		The	Panoramic	Estates,	a	gated	residential	subdivision	with	35	lots	(each	more	than	four	acres	in	
size),	has	been	approved	on	 the	site.	 	 In	addition,	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	 includes	a	 few	
existing	residences.		According	to	SANDAG	data	(2009),	existing	land	uses	near	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	
include	the	existing	Cal‐a‐Vie	Health	Spa,	to	the	northwest	of	the	site	(this	appears	as	Semi‐Rural	Residential	
(SR‐10)	in	the	General	Plan	land	use	map.		Existing	vacant/undeveloped	areas	north	of	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
are	 designated	 Semi‐Rural	 Residential.	 	 The	 distance	 of	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 property	 from	 active	
agricultural	 lands	 and	 proximity	 to	 “urban	 and	 built	 up	 land”	 (shown	 on	 the	 FMMP	 map)	 reduces	 the	
attractiveness	of	the	site	for	agricultural	purposes.			

Table	4.2‐6,	LARA	Model	Factor	Ratings	for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road		Alternative,	provides	a	summary	of	the	
rating	for	each	of	the	required	factors,	discussed	above,	for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	property.		As	shown	in	
Table	4.2‐6,	under	“required	factors,”	the	Gopher	Canyon	property	would	have	a	“low”	rating	related	to	soil	
quality.		In	addition,	the	property	would	have	no	high‐rated	complementary	factors	to	qualify	the	property	as	
an	 important	 agricultural	 resource.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 property	 is	 determined	 to	 not	 be	 an	 important	
agricultural	resource.			

Table 4.2‐6
 

LARA Model Factor Ratings for the Gopher Canyon Road Alternative Site 
	

Required Factors 

LARA Model Rating 

High  Moderate  Low 

Water	 	 X	 	
Climate	 X	 	 	
Soil	Quality	 	 	 X	

	
Complementary Factors  High  Moderate  Low 

Surrounding	Land	Uses	 	 	 X	
Land	Use	Consistency	 	 	 X	
Slope	 	 	 X	

	
Source:		PCR	Services	Corporation,	2012	

	

Williamson Act Lands 

Figure	 26,	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Area	 ‐	 Agricultural	 Preserves	 Contracts,	 in	 Appendix	 E	 shows	 that	 no	
agricultural	 areas	 under	Williamson	Act	 contract	 or	 other	 agricultural	 preserves	 are	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	
alternative	site.			

4.2.6.2  Design Features 

The	same	design	features	used	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	which	would	include	a	Dust	Control	
Plan,	would	be	implemented	for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.		
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FIGURE

Source: FMMP, 2002; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
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Gopher Canyon Road

FIGURE

Source: SANDAG, 2012; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
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4.2.6.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	 effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 convert	Prime	
Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance	(Important	Farmland),	as	shown	on	
the	maps	prepared	pursuant	 to	 the	Farmland	Mapping	and	Monitoring	Program	of	 the	California	Resources	
Agency,	or	other	agricultural	resources,	to	non‐agricultural	use.	

Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 AG‐1:	 	 The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	would	 not	 convert	 Prime	
Farmland,	 Unique	 Farmland	 or	 Farmland	 of	 State	 or	 Local	 Importance	 to	 a	 non‐agricultural	 use.		
Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	to	these	categories	of	farmland	would	occur.			

No	 designated	 Prime	 Farmland,	 Unique	 Farmland,	 Farmland	 of	 State	 Importance	 or	 Farmland	 of	 Local	
Importance	 occur	on	 the	 site.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	property	 is	 not	 considered	 to	be	 an	 important	 agricultural	
resource	under	the	County’s	LARA	rating	system.		The	construction	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	
would	 not	 cause	 the	 conversion	 of	 important	 farmland	 to	 a	 non‐agricultural	 uses.	 	 Therefore,	 no	 adverse	
effects	with	respect	to	this	criterion	would	occur.			

Criterion:	 	An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 be	 directly	 or	
indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	off‐site	agricultural	resources	or	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	
agricultural	operations,	particularly	those	on	properties	under	a	Land	Conservation	Act	Contract.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	AG‐2:	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	not	directly	or	indirectly	
impair	 the	 productivity	 of	 an	 on‐site	 Land	 Conservation	 Act	 (Williamson)	 contracted	 tract	 in	 a	
manner	that	would	inhibit	agricultural	activities.	 	Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	with	respect	to	this	
criterion	would	occur.		

No	farmlands	occur	within	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	area.	 	Therefore,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	the	criteria	(1)	to	not	directly	or	indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	
use	 of	 agricultural	 resources	 and	 (2)	 to	 not	 be	 incompatible	 with	 surrounding	 agricultural	 operations,	
particularly	 those	 on	 properties	 under	 a	 Land	 Conservation	 Act	 Contract.	 	 The	 	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	an	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	this	criterion.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	effects	to	agricultural	resources	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

4.2.7  MERRIAM MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE 

4.2.7.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 is	 located	 in	the	Twin	Oaks	Valley	Community	Plan	area,	which	part	of	
the	 North	 County	 Metro	 Subregion.	 	 According	 to	 the	 San	 Diego	 County	 General	 Plan	 Update	 EIR,	
approximately	19,690	acres	of	the	Community	Plan	area	or	approximately	35	percent	of	the	total	land	area	
of	 the	Community	Plan	are	 identified	as	agricultural	 lands.	 	Table	4.2‐7,	Total	Agricultural	Activities	 in	 the	
North	County	Metro	Subregion,	presents	the	range	and	acreage	of	agricultural	uses	within	this	region.	 	The	
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major	agricultural	uses	are	grazing,	which	represents	approximately	15	percent	of	 the	total	 land	area,	and	
orchards	and	vineyards	(primarily	avocado	groves),	which	comprise	approximately	14	percent	of	the	total	
land	area.	This	area	is	more	“coastal”	in	climate	than	other	alternative	sites	and	also	has	a	higher	percentage	
of	truck	crops.		These	represent	approximately	4	percent	of	the	total	land	area.	

Local Setting 

FMMP‐Designated Farmland 

As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 4.2‐7,	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 ‐	 FMMP	Map,	 no	 FMMP‐designated	 farmland	 is	
located	 on	 the	 property	 or	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 property.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 the	 FMMP	 map,	 the	 Merriam	
Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 is	 designated	 as	 “other	 land,”	 which	 indicates	 a	 non‐agricultural	 use	 and	 may	
indicate	natural,	undeveloped	open	space.		An	area	of	“urban	and	built	up	land”	is	located	to	the	northeast	of	
the	Merriam	Mountain	property,	to	the	east	of	the	I‐15	Freeway.		An	area	of	Unique	Farmland	and	Farmland	
of	Local	Importance	is	located	approximately	1,500	feet	to	the	southwest	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	property,	
at	its	closest	point.			

Local Agricultural Resources Assessment 

An	analysis	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	based	on	LARA	criteria	is	contained	in	Appendix	E	of	
this	 EIS.	 	 As	 summarized	 in	 Appendix	 E,	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 property	 would	 receive	 low	 ratings	 for	
surrounding	 lands,	 land	use	compatibility,	and	soils.	 	Figure	4.2‐8,	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 ‐	General	
Plan	 Draft	 Update	 Designated	 Land	 Uses,	 shows	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 property	 in	 the	 context	 of	
surrounding	 land	uses,	which	are	primarily	rural	 lands.	 	Because	of	 the	site’s	 location	 in	 the	middle	of	 the	
Merriam	 Mountain	 range,	 a	 significant	 amount	 of	 land	 surrounding	 the	 site	 is	 also	 vacant/undeveloped.		
According	 to	 SANDAG	 data	 from	 2009,	 existing	 land	 uses	 that	 abut	 the	 mountain	 range	 include	 rural	
residential,	 extractive,	 communications/utilities,	 freeway,	 mobile	 home	 park,	 golf	 course,	 resort,	 and	
orchard/vineyard.		Because	agricultural	uses	are	thinly	distributed	in	the	region	and	are	not	located	adjacent	
to	or	near	the	Merriam	Mountain	property,	the	LARA	Model	Rating	with	respect	to	surrounding	land	uses	is	
considered	to	be	“low.”	

The	 Merriam	Mountain	 property	 is	 currently	 vacant/undeveloped	 land	 and	 designated	 as	 General	 Rural.		
Although	this	designation	would	not	preclude	agricultural	uses,	the	property	is	specifically	not	“agricultural.”	

Table 4.2‐7
 

Total Agricultural Activities in the North County Metro Subregion 
	

Community 

Approx. 
Acreage of 

the 
Community 
Plan Area 

Field 
Crops/ 
Grazing  Grazing 

Intensive 
(poultry, 

dairies, feed 
lots) 

Orchards 
and 

Vineyards 

Truck Crops 
(greenhouse, 

floral, 
vegetables, 
row crops) 

Total 
Agricultural 
Acreage 

North	County	
Metro	

56,163	 738	
acres	

8,460	
acres	

348	acres	 8,060	
acres	

2,084	acres	 19,690	acres	

   

	
Source:  San Diego County Update EIR, Agricultural Resources, 2011 
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Although	 agricultural	 uses	would	 be	 consistent	with	much	 of	 the	 underlying	 designation	 of	 the	 property,	
because	no	agricultural	activities	occur	on	the	site	or	in	the	near‐surrounding	area,	the	LARA	Model	Factor	
Rating	with	respect	to	land	use	would	be	considered	“low.”			

Table	4.2‐8,	LARA	Model	Factor	Ratings	for	the	Merriam	Mountain	Site,	provides	a	summary	of	the	rating	for	
each	of	the	required	factors	for	the	Alternative	site.	 	As	shown	in	Table	4.2‐8,	under	“required	factors,”	the	
Merriam	Mountain	 property	 would	 have	 a	 “low”	 rating	 related	 to	 soil	 quality.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 property	
would	 have	 no	 high‐rated	 complementary	 factors	 to	 qualify	 the	 property	 as	 an	 important	 agricultural	
resource.		Therefore,	the	property	is	determined	to	not	be	an	important	agricultural	resource.			

Table 4.2‐8
 

LARA Model Factor Ratings for the Merriam Mountain Alternative Site 
	

Required Factors 

LARA Model Rating 

High  Moderate  Low 

Water	 	 X	 	
Climate	 	 X	 	
Soil	Quality	 	 	 X	

	
Complementary Factors  High  Moderate  Low 

Surrounding	Land	Uses	 	 	 X	
Land	Use	Consistency	 	 	 X	
Slope	 	 X	 	

	
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 

	

Williamson Act Lands 

Figure	34,	Merriam	Mountain	Area	‐	Agricultural	Preserves	Contracts,	in	Appendix	E	of	this	EIS	shows	that	
no	Williamson	Contracts	occur	on	the	property	or	in	the	vicinity.	 	This	indicates	that	the	area	has	not	been	
historically	farmed	or	may	not	be	suitable	for	agricultural	use.			

4.2.7.2  Design Features 

The	same	design	features	used	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	which	would	include	a	Dust	Control	
Plan,	would	be	implemented	as	part	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative.			

4.2.7.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	 	adverse	effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 convert	Prime	
Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance	(Important	Farmland),	as	shown	on	
the	maps	prepared	pursuant	 to	 the	Farmland	Mapping	and	Monitoring	Program	of	 the	California	Resources	
Agency,	or	other	agricultural	resources,	to	non‐agricultural	use.	
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Impact	 Statement	 Merriam	 AG‐1:	 	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 not	 convert	 Prime	
Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	 Importance	 to	a	non‐agricultural	use.		
Therefore,	no	adverse	effect	to	farmlands	within	these	designation	categories	would	occur.			

No	designated	Prime	Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance	occur	on	the	
Merriam	Mountain	 property.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 property	 is	 not	 considered	 to	 be	 an	 important	 agricultural	
resource	 under	 the	 County’s	 LARA	 rating	 system.	 	 The	 construction	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 not	 cause	 the	
conversion	of	 important	 farmland	 to	a	non‐agricultural	uses.	 	Therefore,	no	adverse	effect	with	 respect	 to	
farmlands	within	these	designation	categories	would	occur.		

Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	effects	to	agricultural	resources	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

Criterion:	 	An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 be	 directly	 or	
indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	off‐site	agricultural	resources	or	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	
agricultural	operations,	particularly	those	on	properties	under	a	Land	Conservation	Act	Contract	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	AG‐2:	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	not	directly	or	indirectly	
impair	 the	 productivity	 of	 an	 on‐site	 Land	 Conservation	 Act	 (Williamson)	 contracted	 tract	 in	 a	
manner	 that	would	 inhibit	agricultural	activities.	 	Therefore,	no	adverse	effect	with	respect	 to	 this	
threshold	standard	would	occur.		

No	 farmlands	 occur	 within	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 area.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	the	criteria	(1)	to	not	directly	or	indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	
use	 of	 agricultural	 resources	 and	 (2)	 to	 not	 be	 incompatible	 with	 surrounding	 agricultural	 operations,	
particularly	 those	 on	 properties	 under	 a	 Land	 Conservation	 Act	 Contract.	 	 No	 adverse	 effect	 from	 the	
Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	with	respect	to	these	criteria	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	effects	to	agricultural	resources	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

4.2.8  EAST OTAY MESA ALTERNATIVE 

4.2.8.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

The	 East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 is	 located	 in	 the	Otay	 Community	 Plan	 area.	 	 According	 to	 the	 San	Diego	
County	General	Plan	Update	EIR,	approximately	12,857	acres	of	the	Community	Plan	area	or	approximately	
45	percent	of	the	total	land	area	of	the	Community	Plan	is	identified	as	agricultural	lands.		Table	4.2‐9,	Total	
Agricultural	Activities	Otay	Community	Plan	Area,	presents	the	range	and	acreage	of	agricultural	uses	within	
this	region.		As	shown	in	Table	4.2‐9,	the	major	agricultural	use	is	grazing,	which	represents	approximately	
44.8	percent	of	the	total	land	area.			
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Local Setting 

FMMP‐Designated Farmland 

As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 4.2‐9,	 East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 ‐	 FMMP	Map,	 the	 southwest	 section	 of	 the	 landfill	
footprint	 (approximately	20	percent	of	 the	 footprint)	 is	 identified	as	 “Farmland	of	Local	 Importance,”	and	
the	north	section	is	identified	as	“Grazing	Land.”		The	“Farmland	of	Local	Importance”	extends	off	site	to	the	
west	and	includes	much	of	the	area	currently	planned	for	industrial	uses	under	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Business	
Park	Specific	Plan.			

Local Agricultural Resources Assessment 

An	analysis	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	property	based	on	LARA	criteria	is	contained	in	Appendix	E	of	this	EIS.		As	
summarized	 in	Appendix	E,	under	 the	required	 factors,	water	 is	 rated	as	 “moderate;”	whereas	soil	quality	
and	climate	are	rated	“high.”		The	high	ratings	are	the	result	of	the	location	of	the	site	in	the	“coastal”	climate	
zone,	the	most	moderate	zone	in	San	Diego	County,	and	the	presence	on	site	of	Huerhuero	(HrC)	series	soils.		
HrC	 soils	 qualify	 as	 Soils	 of	 Statewide	 Importance	 by	 the	 USDA	Natural	 Resources	 Conservation	 Service.5		
Complementary	 factors,	 include	 surrounding	 land	use,	 slope,	 and	 land	use	 consistency.	 	 San	Diego	County	
maps	of	agricultural	commodities	in	the	area	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	indicate	that	the	nearest	
mapped	agricultural	 commodities	are	a	minimum	of	 three	miles	 to	 the	west	 	and	 the	nearest	 lands	under	
Williamson	 Act	 contracts	 are	 located	 several	miles	 to	 the	 northeast	 of	 the	 site	 (see	 Figures	 41	 and	 42	 in	
Appendix	E).		Because	these	areas	are	located	a	substantial	distance	from	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	
and	because	agricultural	activities	on	the	East	Otay	Mesa	property	would	not	meet	the	planned	land	use	of	
the	 San	 Diego	 County	 General	 Plan,	 which	 designates	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 site	 as	 Public/Semi	
Public	(Solid	Waste	Facility),		an	agricultural	use	of	the	property	would	not	meet	the	expectations	of	owners	
of	surrounding	properties.	Therefore,	although	the	adjacent	area	is	undergoing	a	transition	from	agricultural	
to	industrial,	the	LARA	Model	Rating	with	respect	to	surrounding	land	uses	is	considered	to	be	“moderate.”			

The	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 site	 comprises	 a	 southwest‐oriented,	 horseshoe‐shaped	 canyon,	which	 broadens	 and	
flattens	 at	 the	 foot	 of	 the	 drainage	 forming	 the	 canyon.	 	 The	 lower,	 flatter	 area	 occurs	 in	 the	 southwest	
segment	of	the	site.		In	this	area,	slopes	range	from	approximately	2	to	9	percent,	which	would	be	suitable	for	

																																																													
5		 USDA,	Natural	Resources	Conservation	Service,	Soil	Candidate	Listing	for	Prime	Farmland	and	Farmland	of	Statewide	Importance,	

San	Diego	County	(1973,	updated	2010).	

Table 4.2‐9
 

Total Agricultural Activities in the Otay Community Plan Area 
	

Community 

Approx. 
Acreage of 

the 
Community 
Plan Area 

Field 
Crops/ 
Grazing  Grazing 

Intensive 
(poultry, 

dairies, feed 
lots) 

Orchards 
and 

Vineyards 

Truck Crops 
(greenhouse, 

floral, 
vegetables, 
row crops) 

Total 
Agricultural 
Acreage 

Otay	 28,380	 132	
acres	

12,722	
acres	

3	acres	 0	acres	 0	acres	 12,857	acres	

   

	
Source:  San Diego County Update EIR, Agricultural Resources, 2011 



4.2  Agricultural Resources    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.2‐36	 	

field	crops.		The	remainder	of	the	property	comprises	the	deeper	segment	of	the	canyon	and	canyon	slopes	
in	an	area	designated	grazing	land.		This	area	is	relatively	steep	and	would	be	less	suitable	for	field	crops	or	
similar	agricultural	uses.	 	Although	the	majority	of	 the	site	 is	characterized	by	moderate	and	steep	slopes,	
because	the	flat	areas	are	located	in	the	designated	area	of	Farmland	of	Local	Importance,	the	slope	rating	
for	the	site	is	considered	to	be	“moderate.”			

As	 illustrated	 in	Figure	4.2‐10,	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 ‐	General	Plan	Designated	Land	Uses,	 the	 site	 is	
designated	 as	 a	 Public/Semi‐Public.	 	 The	 site	 is	 zoned	 SWF.	 	 Because	 this	 designation	 anticipates	 a	 non‐
agricultural	use,	the	complementary	factor	associated	with	land	use	consistency	would	be	low.			

Because	the	East	Otay	Mesa	property	would	have	one	“high”	required	factor	and	two	“high”	complementary	
factors,	it	would	qualify	as	an	important	agricultural	resource	by	the	County.		These	ratings	are	summarized	
in	Table	4.2‐10,	LARA	Model	Factor	Ratings	for	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	Site.			

Table 4.2‐10
 

LARA Model Factor Ratings for the East Otay Mesa Alternative Site 
	

Required Factors 

LARA Model Rating 

High  Moderate  Low 

Water	 	 X	 	
Climate	 X	 	 	
Soil	Quality	 X	

	
	 	

Complementary	Factors	 	 	
Surrounding	Land	Uses	 	 X	 	
Land	Use	Consistency	 	 	 X	
Slope	 	 X	 	
   

	
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 

	

Williamson Act Lands 

Figure	42,	East	Otay	Mesa	Area	‐	Agricultural	Preserves	Contracts,	in	Appendix	E	of	this	EIS	shows	that	the	
nearest	lands	under	Williamson	Act	contracts	are	located	several	miles	to	the	northwest	of	the	site.		The	site	
and	the	area	surrounding	the	site	are	not	characterized	by	any	agricultural	preserves.			

4.2.9.2  Design Features 

The	same	design	features	used	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Project	Alternative,	which	would	include	a	Dust	
Control	Plan,	would	be	implemented	for	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.	
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4.2.9.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	 effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 convert	Prime	
Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance	(Important	Farmland),	as	shown	on	
the	maps	prepared	pursuant	 to	 the	Farmland	Mapping	and	Monitoring	Program	of	 the	California	Resources	
Agency,	or	other	agricultural	resources,	to	non‐agricultural	use.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	AG‐1:		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	convert		Farmland	of	Local	
Importance	 to	 a	 non‐agricultural	 use.	 	 Because	 the	 FMMP‐designated	 farmland	 would	 be	
permanently	unavailable	for	agricultural	purposes,	the	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	
effect	with	respect	to	this	criterion.		

Under	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	Alternative,	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 footprint	would	 occur	within	 the	 southwest‐
trending	canyon	that	dominates	the	central	portion	of	the	site.	 	Landfill	operations	and	the	ultimate	height	
and	mass	of	the	landfill	would	impinge	on	areas	with	Farmland	of	Local	Importance	located	in	the	southwest	
segment	of	the	site	and	comprising	approximately	20	percent	of	the	area	of	the	landfill	footprint.	 	Areas	of	
the	 site	 that	would	 be	 used	 for	 roads,	 ancillary	 facilities,	 or	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	 would	 also	 likely	 be	
located	within	the	area	of	Farmland	of	Local	Importance,	which	is	located	in	the	westerly	section	of	the	site.		
Any	of	the	designated	farmland	located	in	the	footprint	area	or	affected	by	roads	and	facilities	would	not	be	
available	 for	 future	 agricultural	 use.	 	 Although	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 convert	 areas	 of	
designated	Farmland	of	Local	Importance	to	non‐agricultural	use,	the	site	is	zoned	and	designated	under	the	
San	 Diego	 County	 General	 Plan	 for	 a	 Public/Semi‐Public	 Solid	 Waste	 Facility.	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 be	
consistent	with	the	designated	zoning	and	anticipated	land	use	under	the	General	Plan.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	
site	 adjoins	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Business	Park	Specific	Plan	 area.	 	As	 shown	 in	Figure	40,	East	Otay	Mesa	
Business	Park	Specific	Plan	Land	Use	Map,	in	Appendix	E	the	majority	of	the	Specific	Plan	area	is	proposed	
for	a	variety	of	commercial	and	industrial	uses.		Current	development	and	land	uses	in	the	Specific	Plan	area	
consist	 of	 industrial	 parks	 and	 individual	 industrial	 and	 institutional	 uses,	 vacant	 lands,	 and	 scattered	
farming	and	residences.		An	extensive	area	of	FMMP‐designated	Farmland	of	Local	Importance	occurs	in	the	
area	(Figure	4.2‐9).		Much	of	the	Specific	Plan	area	is	located	within	an	area	designated	as	Farmland	of	Local	
Importance	 that	 is	 contiguous	 to	 the	 designated	 Farmland	 of	 Local	 Importance	 on	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	
Alternative	 site.	 	 The	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 convert	 FMMP‐designated	 Farmland	 of	 Local	
Importance	to	a	non‐agricultural	use.		Therefore,	the	loss	of	the	FMMP‐designated	farmland	under	the	East	
Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	be	a	significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	this	criterion.   

Mitigation Measures 

No	mitigation	measures	have	been	identified	that	would	reduce	the	significant	adverse	effect	to	Farmland	of	
Local	Importance.			

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 directly	 or	
indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	off‐site	agricultural	resources	or	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	
agricultural	operations,	particularly	those	on	properties	under	a	Land	Conservation	Act	Contract.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	AG‐2:	With	 the	 implementation	of	design	 features,	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	would	not	 indirectly	 impair	 the	productivity	of	an	off‐site	agricultural	use	 in	a	manner	
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that	would	inhibit	agricultural	activities.		Therefore,	the	impact	would	not	be	significant	adverse	with	
respect	to	this	criterion.		

The	area	immediately	surrounding	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	used	for	grazing	or	other	farming	
operations,	such	as	annual	field	crops	and	grasses.		Some	of	the	adjacent	land	is	vacant	and	not	actively	used	
for	 agricultural	 purposes.	 	 No	 orchards,	 groves,	 or	 truck	 crops	 operations	 are	 located	 in	 the	 area.	 	 The	
construction	and	operation	of	 the	 landfill	would	have	 the	potential	 to	generate	dust,	 cause	meteorological	
effects	related	to	topographic	changes,	increase	the	presence	of	vectors,	use	harmful	chemicals,	cause	water	
contamination	 or	 siltation,	 or	 affect	water	 supply	 in	 a	manner	 that	 could	 affect	 farmlands.	 	 Effects	 of	 the	
landfill,	 including	dust	which	can	become	airborne	and	fall	out	on	crops	located	immediately	downwind	of	
the	landfill	footprint,	could	have	a	minor	effect	on	plant	cultivation.		The	Dust	Control	Plan,	which	would	be	
incorporated	 into	 the	 alternative	 and	 other	 safety	 features	 described	 in	 Chapter	 3,	 Description	 of	
Alternatives,	of	 the	EIS	would	minimize	 impacts	 to	off‐site	agricultural	 lands.	 	Effects	 to	water	quality	and	
soil	 quality	 would	 be	 reduced	 through	 environmental	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 design,	 such	 as	 the	
landfill	 liner	and	monitoring.	 	The	 landfill	would	be	 located	within	the	central	section	of	 the	property	 in	a	
north‐south	 trending	valley.	 	The	ridgelines	 to	 the	northwest,	north,	and	east	of	 the	 landfill	would	also,	 to	
some	extent,	shield	off‐site	properties	 from	construction	and	operation	activities,	 including	areas	 in	which	
rock	crushing	would	take	place.		Lands	under	the	Land	Conservation	(Williamson)	Act	Contract	are	located	
several	 miles	 to	 the	 northeast	 of	 the	 site	 and	 would	 not	 be	 affected	 by	 the	 alternative.	 	 With	 the	
implementation	of	dust	control	and	water	quality	control	features,	the	alternative	would	not	(1)	directly	or	
indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	agricultural	resources	and	(2)	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	
agricultural	operations,	particularly	those	on	properties	under	a	Land	Conservation	Act	Contract.		Therefore,	
the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	not	cause	a	significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	this	criterion.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	alternative	would	not	cause	a	 significant	adverse	effect	with	 respect	 to	off‐site	agricultural	 resources.		
No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

4.2.9  SYCAMORE CANYON EXPANSION ALTERNATIVE 

4.2.9.1  Affected Environment  

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	is	located	in	the	City	of	San	Diego	and	would	be	a	vertical	
and	 horizontal	 expansion	 of	 an	 existing	 landfill	 operation.	 	 Under	 this	 alternative,	 the	 total	 property	
ownership	would	be	increased	by	approximately	112	acres,	from	approximately	491	acres	to	603	acres,	by	
addition	of	portions	of	vacant	land	parcels	adjacent	to	the	landfill.		Of	the	increased	acreage,	approximately	
28.6	acres	would	be	used	for	landfill	area,	16.5	acres	for	support	facilities	(operations,	customer	recycling,	
scales,	and	maintenance	 facilities),	and	 the	remaining	approximately	66.9	acres	 for	open	space	and	access	
roads.		Figure	4.2‐11,	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	‐	FMMP	Map,	indicates	that	the	site	is	divided	
between	“Urban	and	Built‐Up	Land”	and	“Grazing	Land.”	 	No	farmland	of	local	or	statewide	importance,	or	
prime	 farmlands	 are	 located	within	 the	 region	 surrounding	 the	 site.	 	 Figure	5.1‐1	 (Existing	 and	Proposed	
General	Plan	Land	Use	Designations)	 in	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR	
(August	2012)	shows	that	the	site	is	designated	as	Industrial/Employment	and	Park/Open	Space/Recreation	
and	is	surrounded	by	land	designated	as	Park/Open	Space/Recreation.		No	designated	agricultural	lands	are	
located	 in	 the	 vicinity.	 	 In	 addition,	 as	 shown	 in	 Figure	 44,	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Agricultural	 Preserves	
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Contracts,	 in	 Appendix	 E	 of	 this	 EIS,	 no	 farmlands	 under	Williamson	 Act	 contracts	 occur	 in	 the	 area.	 	 As	
indicated	by	these	figures,	the	site	would	not	be	considered	an	important	agricultural	resource.	

4.2.9.2  Design Features 

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	 incorporate	a	Dust	Control	Plan,	as	 is	 in	effect	 for	 the	
existing	 landfill.	 Dust	 control	 measures	 consist	 of	 both	 construction/operations	 and	 maintenance	
procedures,	including	grading	and	watering	of	haul	roads,	application	of	a	fine	water	spray	on	soil	cover	in	
work	 areas	 when	 conditions	 may	 generate	 fugitive	 dust,	 applying	 water	 with	 a	 chemical	 additive	 and	
planting	temporary	vegetative	cover	when	possible	on	intermediate	soil	cover	where	wind‐blown	dust	may	
be	generated,	and	installation	of	vegetative	cover	on	the	completed	landfill	slopes.6	

4.2.9.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 	An	alternative	would	 result	 in	a	 significant	adverse	 effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	 convert	Prime	
Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance	(Important	Farmland),	as	shown	on	
the	maps	prepared	pursuant	 to	 the	Farmland	Mapping	and	Monitoring	Program	of	 the	California	Resources	
Agency,	or	other	agricultural	resources,	to	non‐agricultural	use.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AG‐1:	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	convert	
Prime	Farmland,	Unique	Farmland,	Farmland	of	Statewide	or	Local	Importance	to	a	non‐agricultural	
use.		Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	to	farmlands	within	these	designated	categories	would	occur.			

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 site	 does	 not	 contain	 designated	 Prime	 Farmland,	 Unique	 Farmland,	
Farmland	of	 State	 Importance	 or	 Farmland	of	 Local	 Importance.	 	 The	 expansion	 of	 the	 landfill	would	not	
cause	the	conversion	of	 important	 farmland	to	a	non‐agricultural	uses.	 	Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	with	
respect	to	this	criterion	would	occur.		

Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	effects	to	agricultural	resources	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	 	An	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 be	 directly	 or	
indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	off‐site	agricultural	resources	or	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	
agricultural	operations,	particularly	those	on	properties	under	a	Land	Conservation	Act	Contract.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AG‐2:	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	directly	or	
indirectly	impair	the	productivity	of	an	on‐site	Land	Conservation	Act	(Williamson)	contracted	tract	
in	a	manner	 that	would	 inhibit	agricultural	activities.	 	Therefore,	no	adverse	effect	with	respect	 to	
this	criterion	would	occur.	

No	 farmlands,	 including	 farmlands	 under	 Williamson	 Act	 contract,	 occur	 within	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	
Expansion	 Alternative	 area.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	would	 be	 consistent	
with	the	criteria	(1)	to	not	directly	or	indirectly	impair	the	productivity	or	use	of	agricultural	resources	and	

																																																													
6		 City	 of	 San	Diego,	Development	 Services	Department,	 Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan,	Revised	Final	EIR,	Page	2‐11	

(August	2012).	
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(2)	to	not	be	incompatible	with	surrounding	agricultural	operations,	particularly	those	on	properties	under	a	
Land	Conservation	Act	Contract.		Therefore,	no	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	this	criterion	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	effects	to	agricultural	resources	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			
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4.3  AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GASES 

INTRODUCTION 

This	 section	 presents	 an	 evaluation	 of	 the	 potential	 for	 the	 alternatives	 to	 conflict	 with	 or	 obstruct	 an	
applicable	air	quality	attainment	plan,	violate	air	quality	standards,	increase	criteria	pollutants	for	which	the	
region	is	in	non‐attainment,	expose	sensitive	receptors	to	substantial	pollutant	concentrations	and	increase	
greenhouse	gasses.		Odor	impacts	and	microclimate	effects	of	the	alternatives	are	also	addressed.		With	the	
exception	of	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative,	the	alternatives	are	located	within	unincorporated	
San	Diego	County.	 	Accordingly,	 the	evaluation	of	 these	alternatives	 includes	an	assessment	of	consistency	
with	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 General	 Plan	 and	 other	 applicable	 regional	 plans.	 	 The	 evaluation	 of	 the	
Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 is	 based	 on	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 Master	 Development	 Plan	
Revised	Final	EIR	(August	2012),	which	 includes	an	analysis	of	 the	consistency	of	 the	alternative	with	 the	
City	of	San	Diego	General	Plan,	respective	community	plans,	and	applicable	regional	plans.			

Due	to	the	federal	involvement	by	the	USACE,	this	section	also	addresses	the	need	for	a	General	Conformity	
Determination.	 	 Under	 section	 176(c)(1)	 of	 the	 federal	 Clean	 Air	 Act,	 federal	 agencies	 that	 “engage	 in,	
support	 in	 any	way	 or	 provide	 financial	 assistance	 for,	 license	 or	 permit,	 or	 approve	 any	 activity”1	must	
demonstrate	 that	such	actions	do	not	 interfere	with	state	and	 local	plans	 to	bring	an	area	 into	attainment	
with	the	National	Ambient	Air	Quality	Standards	(NAAQS).	 	San	Diego	County	is	designated	moderate	non‐
attainment	for	the	federal	8‐hour	ozone	NAAQS.		The	program	by	which	a	federal	agency	determines	that	its	
action	would	not	obstruct	or	conflict	with	air	quality	attainment	plans	is	called	"General	Conformity.”	 	The	
implementing	regulations	for	General	Conformity	are	found	in	40	CFR	93,(B)	and	are	discussed	at	the	end	of	
this	section.2			

Appendix	F	contains	detailed	emission	calculations.		The	air	quality	and	greenhouse	gas	emissions	analyses	
for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	are	based	primarily	on	the	Joint	Technical	Document	(JTD),	the	Air	
Quality	Impact	Assessment	(AQIA),	and	Health	Risk	Assessments	(HRA)	prepared	for	the	proposed	Gregory	
Canyon	Landfill.		Sources	of	information	for	the	alternative	sites	includes	a	1990	Draft	EIR/EIS	for	a	landfill	
at	the	Aspen	Road	site,	and	a	2009	EIR	for	a	mixed‐use,	specific	plan	at	the	Merriam	Mountain	site.3			

																																																													
1		 42	USC	7506(c).	
2		 General	conformity	regulations	were	recently	amended	effective	July	6,	2010.	(75	FR	17254	(April	5,	2010)).	
3		 County	of	San	Diego,	Department	of	Public	Works	and	U.S.	Department	of	the	Interior,	Bureau	of	Land	Management.		January	1990.		

Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report/Environmental	Impact	Statement	for	the	Proposed	North	County	Class	III	Landfill.		Also,	County	
of	San	Diego,	Department	of	Planning	and	Land	Use.		March	2009.		Recirculated	Environmental	Impact	Report,	Merriam	Mountains	
Specific	Plan.	
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4.3.1  REGULATORY FRAMEWORK  

4.3.1.1  Federal 

Air Quality 

Federal Clean Air Act 

The	 federal	 Clean	 Air	 Act	 (CAA)	 was	 first	 enacted	 in	 1955	 and	 has	 been	 amended	 numerous	 times	 in	
subsequent	years,	with	 the	most	recent	amendments	 in	1990.	 	At	 the	 federal	 level,	 the	U.S.	Environmental	
Protection	 Agency	 (USEPA)	 is	 responsible	 for	 implementation	 of	 some	 portions	 of	 the	 CAA	 (e.g.,	 certain	
mobile	source	and	other	requirements).		Other	portions	of	the	CAA	(e.g.,	stationary	source	requirements)	are	
implemented	by	state	and	local	agencies.			

The	CAA	establishes	federal	air	quality	standards,	known	as	NAAQS	and	specifies	future	dates	for	achieving	
compliance.		The	CAA	also	mandates	that	the	state	submit	and	implement	a	State	Implementation	Plan	(SIP)	
for	 areas	 not	 meeting	 these	 standards.	 	 These	 plans	 must	 include	 pollution	 control	 measures	 that	
demonstrate	 how	 the	 standards	 will	 be	 met.	 	 The	 San	 Diego	 Air	 Basin	 is	 an	 area	 designated	 as	
non‐attainment	as	the	area	does	not	meet	NAAQS	for	ozone	under	the	CAA.	

The	 1990	 amendments	 to	 the	 CAA	 identify	 specific	 emission	 reduction	 goals	 for	 areas	 not	 meeting	 the	
NAAQS.	 	These	amendments	 require	both	a	demonstration	of	 reasonable	progress	 toward	attainment	 and	
the	incorporation	of	additional	sanctions	for	failure	to	attain	or	to	meet	interim	milestones.		The	sections	of	
the	CAA	which	are	most	applicable	to	the	alternatives	include	Title	I	(Nonattainment	Provisions)	and	Title	II	
(Mobile	Source	Provisions).		

Title	 I	 requirements	 are	 implemented	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	 attaining	 NAAQS	 for	 the	 following	 criteria	
pollutants:		ozone	(O3);	nitrogen	dioxide	(NOX);	carbon	monoxide	(CO);	sulfur	dioxide	(SO2);	PM10;	PM2.5;	and	
lead.		The	NAAQS	are	revised	when	scientific	evidence	indicates	a	need.		In	January	2010,	the	USEPA	created	
a	new	national	 1–hour	 standard	 for	nitrogen	dioxide	 (NO2),	which	 is	 an	ozone	precursor,	 along	with	new	
monitoring	requirements	along	major	roadways.		The	new	1‐hour	standard	is	100	parts	per	billion	(ppb)	and	
more	stringent	than	the	California	Ambient	Air	Quality	Standards	(CAAQS)	1‐hour	standard	of	180	ppb.			

Table	4.3‐1,	Ambient	Air	Quality	Standards,	 shows	the	NAAQS	currently	 in	effect	 for	each	criteria	pollutant	
and	the	CAAQS.		Table	4.3‐2,	San	Diego	County	Federal	and	State	Designations	for	Criteria	Pollutants,	lists	the	
criteria	pollutants	and	their	relative	attainment	status	for	both	federal	and	state	criteria	pollutants.	

The	San	Diego	Air	Basin	(SDAB)	is	designated	as	a	federal	non‐attainment	area	for	the	8‐hour	O3	standard;	
several	 areas	 that	 are	 tribal	 lands	 in	 eastern	 San	 Diego	 County	 are	 excluded	 from	 the	 non‐attainment	
designation	for	the	federal	8‐hour	O3	standard.		Non‐attainment	designations	for	O3	can	be	further	classified	
by	 degrees	 of	 severity	 of	 non‐attainment.	 	 Effective	 June	 13,	 2012,	 the	 USEPA	 classified	 the	 SDAB	 as	
moderate	non‐attainment	 for	 the	1997	ozone	standard.4	 	Also	 in	2012,	 the	USEPA	designated	the	SDAB	as

																																																													
4		 USEPA,	Final	Rule	To	Implement	the	1997	8‐Hour	Ozone	National	Ambient	Air	Quality	Standard:	Classification	of	Areas	That	Were	

Initially	 Classified	 Under	 Subpart	 1;	 Revision	 of	 the	 Anti‐Backsliding	 Provisions	 To	 Address	 1‐Hour	 Contingency	 Measure	
Requirements;	Deletion	of	Obsolete	1‐Hour	Ozone	Standard	Provision,	(2012).	
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Table 4.3‐1 
 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 
	

Pollutant  Averaging Time 

California Standards (CAAQS) a  Federal Standards (NAAQS) b 

Concentration c  Method d  Primary c,e 
Secondary 

c,f  Method g 

Ozone	(O3)	
1	Hour	

0.09	ppm		
(180	µg/m3)	 Ultraviolet	

Photometry	

—	 Same	as	
Primary	
Standard	

Ultraviolet	
Photometry	

8	Hour	
0.070	ppm		
(137	µg/m3)	

0.075	ppm	
(147	µg/m3)	

Respirable	
Particulate	
Matter	
(PM10)	

24	Hour	 50	µg/m3	
Gravimetric	or	Beta	

Attenuation	

150	µg/m3
Same	as	
Primary	
Standard	

Inertial	Separation	
and	Gravimetric	

Analysis	
Annual	

Arithmetic	Mean	
20	µg/m3	 —	

Fine	
Particulate	
Matter	
(PM2.5)	

24	Hour	 No	Separate	State	Standard 35	µg/m3	
Same	as	
Primary	
Standard	

Inertial	Separation	
and	Gravimetric	

Analysis	
Annual	

Arithmetic	Mean	 12	µg/m3	
Gravimetric	or	Beta	

Attenuation	 15	µg/m3	

Carbon	
Monoxide	
(CO)	

8	Hour	
9.0	ppm		

(10mg/m3)	
Non‐Dispersive	

Infrared	Photometry	
(NDIR)	

9	ppm	
(10	mg/m3)	

None	
Non‐Dispersive	

Infrared	Photometry	
(NDIR)	1	Hour	

20	ppm		
(23	mg/m3)	

35	ppm	
(40	mg/m3)	

8	Hour	(Lake	
Tahoe)	

6	ppm		
(7	mg/m3)	

—	 —	 —	

Nitrogen	
Dioxide	
(NO2)	

Annual	
Arithmetic	Mean	

0.030	ppm		
(56	µg/m3)	 Gas	Phase	

Chemiluminescence	

0.053	ppm	
(100	µg/m3)	h	 Same	as	

Primary	
Standard	

Gas	Phase	
Chemiluminescence	

1	Hour	
0.18	ppm		

(338	µg/m3)	
0.100	ppm	

(188	μg/m3)	h		

Sulfur	
Dioxide	
(SO2)	

	 	

Ultraviolet	
Fluorescence	

	
Ultraviolet	

Fluorescence;	
Spectrophotometry	
(Pararosaniline	

Method)i	

24	Hour	
0.04	ppm		

(105	µg/m3)	
—	 —	

3	Hour	 —	 —	
0.5	ppm		
(1300	
µg/m3)	

1	Hour	
0.25	ppm		

(655	µg/m3)	
75	ppb	(196	µg	

/m3)	i	
—	 —	

Lead	
(Pb)	j	

30	Day	Average	 1.5	µg/m3	

Atomic	Absorption	

— —	 —

Calendar	Quarter	 —	 1.5	µg/m3	
Same	as	
Primary	
Standard	

High	Volume	Sampler	
and	Atomic	
Absorption	

Visibility	
Reducing	
Particles	

8	Hour	

Extinction	coefficient	of	0.23	per	
kilometer	—	visibility	of	ten	miles	or	
more	(0.07	—	30	miles	or	more	for	
Lake	Tahoe)	due	to	particles	when	
relative	humidity	is	less	than	70	

percent.		Method:	Beta	Attenuation	and	
Transmittance	through	Filter	Tape.	

No		
Federal		
Standards	Sulfates	

(SO4)	
24	Hour	 25	µg/m3	 Ion	Chromatography	

Hydrogen	
Sulfide	

1	Hour	
0.03	ppm		
(42	µg/m3)	

Ultraviolet	
Fluorescence	

Vinyl	
Chloride	j	

24	Hour	
0.01	ppm		
(26	µg/m3)	

Gas	
Chromatography	

   

a  California standards  for ozone, carbon monoxide  (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide  (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate matter 
(PM10, and PM2.5) and visibility  reducing particles, are values  that are not  to be exceeded.   All others are not  to be equaled or exceeded.   California 
ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.   

b  National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more 
than once a year.  The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight hour concentration in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or 
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less  than  the  standard.    For PM10,  the 24 hour  standard  is attained when  the expected number of days per  calendar  year with a 24‐hour average 
concentration above 150 µg/m

3
 is equal to or less than one.  For PM2.5, the 24 hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, 

averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard.  Contact USEPA for further clarification and current federal policies. 

c  Concentration expressed first  in units  in which  it was promulgated.   Equivalent units given  in parentheses are based upon a reference temperature of 
25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr.  Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference 
pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.   

d  Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the CARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of the air quality standard 
may be used.   

e  National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.   

f  National Secondary Standards: The  levels of air quality necessary  to protect  the public welfare  from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a 
pollutant.   

g  Reference method as described by the USEPA.  An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent relationship to the 
reference method” and must be approved by the USEPA.   

h  To attain this standard, the 3‐year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1‐hour average at each monitor within an area must not exceed 
0.100 ppm (effective January 22, 2010).  To directly compare the national standards to the California standards the units can be converted from ppb to 
ppm.  In this case, the national standards of 53 ppb and 100 ppb are identical to 0.053 ppm and 0.100 ppm, respectively.  USEPA standards are in units 
of parts per billion (ppb).  California standards are in units of parts per million.  

i  On June 2, 2010, the USEPA established a new 1‐hour SO2 standard, effective August 23, 2010, which is based on the 3‐year average of the annual 99th 
percentile  of  1‐hour  daily maximum  concentrations.    USEPA  also  proposed  a  new  automated  Federal  Reference Method  (FRM)  using  ultraviolet 
technology, but will retain the older pararosaniline methods until the new FRM have adequately permeated state monitoring networks.  The USEPA also 
revoked both the existing 24‐hour SO2 standard of 0.14 ppm and the annual primary SO2 standard of 0.030 ppm, effective August 23, 2010.  

  The secondary SO2 standard was not revised at that time; however, the secondary standard is undergoing a separate review by USEPA.  Note that the 
new standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb).  To directly compare the new primary national standard to the California standard the units can be 
converted to ppm.  In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.  

j  CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 'toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects determined.  These 

actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.   

Source:  CARB, USEPA, 2010 

	

marginal	non‐attainment	 for	 the	2008	ozone	 standard.5	 	 In	 addition	 to	being	 federally	non‐attainment	 for	
ozone,	the	SDAB	is	designated	as	a	state	non‐attainment	area	for	ozone,	PM10,	and	PM2.5.		For	the	remaining	
criteria	pollutants,	 the	 SDAB	 is	 designated	 in	 attainment	 for	 federal	 and	 state	 standards	 including	 federal	
maintenance	area	for	CO;	currently	under	a	federal	maintenance	plan.	 	The	SDAB	meets	both	the	state	and	
federal	standards	for	lead.	

Title	II	of	the	CAA	pertains	to	mobile	sources,	such	as	cars,	trucks,	buses,	and	planes.		Reformulated	gasoline,	
automobile	pollution	control	devices,	and	vapor	recovery	nozzles	on	gas	pumps	are	a	few	of	the	mechanisms	
the	USEPA	uses	to	regulate	mobile	air	emission	sources.		The	provisions	of	Title	II	have	resulted	in	tailpipe	
emission	 standards	 for	 vehicles,	 which	 have	 strengthened	 in	 recent	 years	 to	 improve	 air	 quality.	 	 For	
example,	the	standards	for	NOX	emissions	have	lowered	substantially	and	the	specification	requirements	for	
cleaner	burning	gasoline	are	more	stringent.	

																																																													
5		 USEPA,	 “Nonattainment	 Designations	 for	 the	 2008	 Ozone	 Standards	 ‐	 Counties	 by	 State,	 April	 30,	 2012	 and	 May	 31,	 2012,”	

http://www.epa.gov/ozonedesignations/2008standards/final/finaldes.htm.		2012.	
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Table 4.3‐2
 

San Diego County Federal and State Designations for Criteria Pollutants 
	

Criteria Pollutant  Federal Designation  State Designation 

Ozone	(1‐hour)	 Attainmenta	 Non‐attainment	
Ozone	(8‐hour)	 Non‐attainment	 Non‐attainment	
Carbon	Monoxide	 Attainment	 Attainment	

PM10	 Unclassifiedb	 Non‐attainment	
PM2.5	 Attainment	 Non‐attainment	

Nitrogen	Dioxide	 Attainment	 Attainment	
Sulfur	Dioxide	 Attainment	 Attainment	

Lead	 Attainment	 Attainment	
Sulfates	 (no	Federal	standard)	 Attainment	

Hydrogen	Sulfide	 (no	Federal	standard)	 Unclassified	
Vinyl	Chloride	 (no	Federal	standard)	 Unclassifiedc	
Visibility	 (no	Federal	standard)	 Unclassified	

   

a  The federal 1‐hour standard of 12 ppm was  in effect from 1979 through June 15, 2005.   The revoked 
standard  is  referenced  here  because  it  was  employed  for  such  a  long  period  and  because  this 
benchmark is addressed in the State Implementation Plans. 

b   At the time of designation, if the available data does not support a designation of attainment or non‐
attainment, the area is designated as unclassified.  

c  According to California Health and Safety Code, Section 39608, “state board,  in consultation with the 
districts, shall identify, pursuant to subdivision (e) of Section 39607, and classify each air basin which is 
in  attainment  and  each  air  basin  which  is  in  non‐attainment  for  any  state  ambient  air  quality 
standard.”   Section 39607(e) states that  the state shall “establish and periodically review criteria  for 
designating an air basin attainment or non‐attainment for any state ambient air quality standard set 
forth in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.  California Code of Regulations, 
Title  17,  Section  70200  does  not  include  vinyl  chloride;  therefore,  CARB  does  not  make  area 
designations for vinyl chloride. 

 

Source:  SDAPCD, 2010 

	

The	CAA	Amendments	of	1970	required	USEPA	to	identify	and	list	all	air	pollutants	(not	already	identified	as	
criteria	pollutants)	that	are	known	or	suspected	to	cause	cancer	or	other	serious	health	effects	or	adverse	
environmental	 effects.	 	 For	 each	 pollutant	 identified,	 USEPA	 was	 to	 then	 promulgate	 source	 category	
national	 emissions	 standards	 for	 hazardous	 air	 pollutants	 (NESHAPs)	 at	 levels	 that	 would	 ensure	 the	
protection	of	 the	public	health	with	an	ample	margin	of	safety	and	 to	prevent	any	significant	and	adverse	
environmental	 effects.	 	 USEPA	 identified	 only	 eight	 pollutants	 as	 hazardous	 air	 pollutants	 (HAPs)	 and	
regulated	 sources	 of	 seven	 of	 them;	 asbestos,	 benzene,	 beryllium,	 inorganic	 arsenic,	 mercury,	
radon/radionuclides,	and	vinyl	chloride.	

The	passage	of	1990	amendments	expanded	USEPAs	authority	to	control	emissions	of	HAPs.		The	current	list	
of	 HAPs	 includes	 188	 compounds;	 examples	 of	 toxic	 air	 pollutants	 include	 benzene,	 perchlorethlyene,	
methylene	 chloride,	 dioxin,	 asbestos,	 toluene,	 and	metals	 such	 as	 cadmium,	mercury,	 chromium,	 and	 lead	
compounds.		The	majority	of	the	HAPs	are	volatile	organic	compounds	(VOCs).		The	NESHAPs	promulgated	
after	 the	 1990	 Amendments	 require	 application	 of	 technology	 based	 emissions	 standards	 referred	 to	 as	
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Maximum	 Achievable	 Control	 Technology	 (MACT).	 	 Consequently,	 these	 post‐1990	 NESHAPs	 are	 also	
referred	 to	 as	MACT	 standards.	 	 The	NESHAPs	 are	delegated	 to	 the	 states	but	both	USEPA	and	 the	 states	
implement	and	enforce	these	standards.		See	also	the	discussion	of	Toxic	Air	Contaminants	under	subsection	
4.3.1.2,	State,	below.	

New Source Review and Prevention of Significant Deterioration  

Air	districts	in	non‐attainment	areas	are	required	to	conduct	New	Source	Review	(NSR)	prior	to	permitting	
“major”	 sources,	 or	 modifying	 existing	 “major”	 sources.	 	 The	 purpose	 of	 the	 NSR	 is	 to	 allow	 continued	
industrial	growth	in	non‐attainment	areas	and,	at	the	same	time,	ensure	that	new	and	modified	sources	do	
not	 aggravate	 existing	 air	 quality	 problems	 and/or	 negate	 emission	 reductions	 from	 other	 sources.	 	 The	
SDAB	SIP	requires	non‐major	sources	to	undergo	NSR.		Under	NSR,	all	existing	and	new	stationary	sources	of	
emissions	 are	 required	 to	 conduct	 a	 Best	 Available	 Control	 Technology	 (BACT)	 analysis	 to	 evaluate	 the	
feasibility	of	implementing	emission	control	devices.		When	determining	the	applicable	appropriate	control	
technology,	technological	feasibility,	economic,	environmental	and	energy	issues	must	be	taken	into	account.		
In	 some	 cases,	 new	 sources	 may	 have	 to	 offset	 their	 own	 emission	 increases	 using	 Emission	 Reduction	
Credits.			

In	addition,	Rule	20	provides	 for	 the	protection	of	Class	 I	Airsheds.	 	Class	 I	Airsheds	are	 federal	protected	
lands	designated	under	Title	I,	Part	C	of	the	CAA.		The	object	of	Prevention	of	Significant	Deterioration	(PSD)	
regulations	is	to	prevent	deterioration	of	air	quality	within	attainment	areas.		Federal	PSD	regulations	state	
that	major	sources	of	air	pollution	may	not	impact	a	Class	I	Airshed	within	100	km	of	it.	 	As	of	2006,	there	
were	 six	 Class	 I	 Airsheds	 within	 100	 km	 of	 San	 Diego	 County,	 with	 only	 one,	 the	 Agua	 Tibia	 National	
Wilderness	Area	within	the	boundaries	of	San	Diego	County.			

General Conformity Determination 

Section	176(c)	of	the	CAA,	known	as	the	General	Conformity	Rule,	states	that	a	federal	agency	cannot	issue	a	
permit	 for	or	 support	an	activity	unless	 the	agency	determines	 it	will	 conform	to	 the	most	 recent	USEPA‐
approved	SIP.		This	means	that	projects	using	federal	funds	or	requiring	federal	approval	must	not	(1)	cause	
or	 contribute	 to	 any	 new	 violation	 of	 a	 NAAQS,	 (2)	 increase	 the	 frequency	 or	 severity	 of	 any	 existing	
violation,	or	(3)	delay	the	timely	attainment	of	any	standard,	interim	emission	reduction,	or	other	milestone.		
The	conformity	 rule	was	designed	 to	ensure	 that	 federal	actions	do	not	 impede	 local	efforts	 to	control	air	
pollution	and	requires	federal	agencies	to	demonstrate	that	their	actions	“conform	with”	the	approved	SIP	
for	the	geographical	area.			

The	first	step	in	determining	whether	a	conformity	review	is	required	is	to	assess	whether	the	federal	action	
would	take	place	in	a	federal	non‐attainment	or	maintenance	area.		If	the	action	would	occur	in	such	an	area,	
then	it	is	necessary	to	determine	whether	the	action	would	result	in	the	emission	of	an	air	pollutant	that	is	
regulated	due	 to	 the	non‐attainment	 or	maintenance	 status.	 	 Some	 actions	 are	 exempt	 from	a	 conformity	
determination.	 	 However,	 the	 alternatives,	 except	 for	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 would	 not	 be	
exempt.	 	 If	 the	 action	 is	 not	 exempt,	 then	 it	must	 be	 determined	whether	 or	 not	 the	 emissions	 from	 the	
federal	action	would	exceed	de	minimis	levels.		De	minimis	levels	establish	minimum	thresholds	for	which	a	
conformity	 determination	must	 be	 performed	 and	 are	 defined	 in	 40	 CFR	 93.153.	 	 De	minimis	 levels	 are	
established	 for	 individual	 criteria	 pollutants	 based	 on	 the	 non‐attainment	 status	 of	 the	 region.	 	 If	 the	 de	
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minimis	 levels	 would	 be	met	 or	 exceeded,	 then	 a	 conformity	 review	 is	 required.6	 	 Based	 on	 the	 present	
attainment	 status	 of	 the	 SDAB,	 a	 federal	 action	would	 conform	 to	 the	 SIP	 if	 its	 annual	 emissions	 remain	
below	 100	 tons	 of	 CO,	 PM2.5,	 PM10,	 NOX	 or	 VOCs.	 	 Effective	 June	 13,	 2012,	 the	USEPA	 classified	 the	 SDAB	
(excluding	small	areas	 in	the	southeastern	portion	of	 the	County	that	are	 in	attainment)	as	moderate	non‐
attainment	 for	 the	1997	ozone	standard.7	 	Also	 in	2012,	 the	USEPA	designated	the	SDAB	as	marginal	non‐
attainment	 for	 the	 2008	 ozone	 standard.8	 	 Therefore,	 a	 General	 Conformity	 Analysis	 is	 required	 for	 non‐
attainment	and	maintenance	pollutants	for	all	the	alternatives,	except	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative.	

New Source Performance Standards  

The	 alternatives,	 except	 for	 the	No	 Federal	 Action	Alternative,	will	 be	 subject	 to	 two	 federal	New	 Source	
Performance	 Standards	 (NSPS):	 	 Subpart	 OOO	 (Standards	 of	 Performance	 for	 Nonmetallic	 Mineral	
Processing	Plants);	and	Subpart	WWW	(Standards	of	Performance	for	Municipal	Solid	Waste	Landfills).		Each	
of	 these	NSPS	 establishes	national	 standards	 for	 controlling	 emissions	 from	parts	 of	 the	 facility,	 and	 each	
standard	is	applicable	in	San	Diego	County.	

Subpart	 OOO	 regulates	 rock	 processing	 operations	 and	 requires	 that	 stringent	 limitations	 be	 met	 for	
emissions	 from	 crushing,	 screening,	 transfer	 points	 and	 other	 operations	 and	 process.	 	 Subpart	 WWW	
regulates	 Municipal	 Solid	 Waste	 (MSW)	 Landfills	 and	 establishes	 standards	 and	 control	 efficiencies	 for	
emissions	of	non‐methane	organic	compounds	and	specifies	emission	testing,	recordkeeping	and	reporting	
requirements.		Subpart	WWW	also	requires	a	landfill	gas	(LFG)	collection	system	to	collect	the	non‐methane	
organics	from	the	landfill	and	route	them	to	a	treatment	system	that	processes	the	gas.		The	system	must	be	
monitored	for	emissions	from	vents	which	must	be	flared	or	reduced	by	98	weight	percent	or	emitted	at	a	
concentration	less	than	20	parts	per	million	(ppm)	on	a	dry	basis	as	hexane	at	three	percent	oxygen.	

In	addition,	Subpart	WWW	requires	MSW	landfill	owners	or	operators	to	submit	a	plan	to	minimize	dust	on	
site	which	becomes	part	of	the	Solid	Waste	Facilities	Permit	when	issued.		Opacity	from	the	dust	must	be	no	
greater	than	20	percent.	 	The	plan	must	include	control	strategies	to	reduce	dust	from	roads,	construction,	
operations,	 and	 covering	wastes.	 	 The	 steps	 to	minimize	 fugitive	 dust	may	 include	 but	 are	 not	 limited	 to	
watering	and/or	chemical	stabilization,	and	providing	vegetative	or	synthetic	cover	and	windbreaks.	

Part	72	(Acid	Rain	Program)	will	not	apply	 to	 the	alternatives	because	the	stationary	source	emissions	do	
not	 meet	 the	 requirements	 of	 an	 affected	 source,	 as	 found	 in	 Subpart	 A—Acid	 Rain	 Program	 General	
Provisions;	 and	 Subpart	 G—Acid	 Rain	 Phase	 II	 implementation,	 as	 related	 to	 Title	 V	 operating	 permit	
programs.		Part	72.6(8)—Applicability	exempts	non‐utility	units	from	the	Acid	Rain	Program.	

																																																													
6		 40	CFR	93.153(b).	
7		 USEPA,	Final	Rule	To	Implement	the	1997	8‐Hour	Ozone	National	Ambient	Air	Quality	Standard:	Classification	of	Areas	That	Were	

Initially	 Classified	 Under	 Subpart	 1;	 Revision	 of	 the	 Anti‐Backsliding	 Provisions	 To	 Address	 1‐Hour	 Contingency	 Measure	
Requirements;	Deletion	of	Obsolete	1‐Hour	Ozone	Standard	Provision,	(2012).	

8		 USEPA,	 “Nonattainment	 Designations	 for	 the	 2008	 Ozone	 Standards	 ‐	 Counties	 by	 State,	 April	 30,	 2012	 and	 May	 31,	 2012,”	
http://www.epa.gov/ozonedesignations/2008standards/final/finaldes.htm.		2012.	
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Emission Standards for Nonroad Diesel Engines 

Nonroad	diesel	engines	are	used	in	machines	that	perform	a	wide	range	of	important	jobs	in	our	economy	
but	 they	also	contribute	greatly	 to	air	pollution.	 	Examples	of	nonroad	diesel	engines	 include	construction	
equipment	such	as	backhoes,	agricultural	equipment	such	as	tractors,	material	handling	equipment	such	as	
heavy	 forklifts,	 industrial	 equipment	 such	 as	 airport	 service	 vehicles,	 and	 utility	 equipment	 such	 as	
generators	and	pumps.		Reducing	nonroad	emissions	is	a	critical	part	of	the	effort	by	federal,	state,	local,	and	
tribal	governments	to	reduce	the	adverse	health	impacts	of	air	pollution.	

To	reduce	emissions	 from	nonroad	diesel	equipment,	 the	USEPA	established	a	series	of	 increasingly	strict	
emission	standards	 for	new	nonroad	diesel	engines.	 	Tier	1	standards	were	phased	 in	 from	1996	 to	2000	
(year	 of	manufacture),	 based	 on	 the	 engine	horsepower	 category.	 	 Tier	 2	 standards	were	phased	 in	 from	
2001	 to	 2006.	 	 Tier	 3	 standards	were	 phased	 in	 from	 2006	 to	 2008.	 	 Tier	 4	 standards,	which	 likely	will	
require	add‐on	emission	control	equipment	 to	attain	 them,	are	being	phased	 in	 from	2008	to	2015.	These	
standards	are	designed	to	reduce	PM	and	NOX	emissions.		Closely	linked	to	these	engine	provisions	are	new	
fuel	requirements	that	will	decrease	the	allowable	levels	of	sulfur	in	fuel	used	in	nonroad	diesel	engines.			

Mobile Source Air Toxics  

Controlling	air	toxic	emissions	became	a	national	priority	with	the	passage	of	the	CAA	Amendments	of	1990,	
whereby	Congress	mandated	that	the	USEPA	regulate	188	air	toxics,	also	known	as	HAPs.	 	The	USEPA	has	
assessed	 this	 expansive	 list	 in	 their	 latest	 rule	 on	 the	 Control	 of	 Hazardous	 Air	 Pollutants	 from	 Mobile	
Sources9	 and	 identified	 a	 group	 of	 93	 compounds	 emitted	 from	 mobile	 sources	 that	 are	 listed	 in	 their	
Integrated	Risk	Information	System	(IRIS).		In	addition,	USEPA	identified	seven	compounds	with	significant	
contributions	from	mobile	sources	that	are	among	the	national	and	regional‐scale	cancer	risk	drivers	from	
their	 1999	 National	 Air	 Toxics	 Assessment	 (NATA).	 	 These	 are	 acrolein,	 benzene,	 1,3‐butadiene,	 diesel	
particulate	matter	plus	diesel	exhaust	organic	gases	(diesel	PM),	formaldehyde,	naphthalene,	and	polycyclic	
organic	 matter	 (POM).	 	 While	 the	 Federal	 Highway	 Administration	 (FHWA)	 considers	 these	 the	 priority	
mobile	source	air	toxics,	the	list	is	subject	to	change	and	may	be	adjusted	in	consideration	of	future	USEPA	
rules.	 	 The	 2007	 USEPA	 rule	 mentioned	 above	 requires	 controls	 that	 will	 dramatically	 decrease	 mobile	
source	air	toxics	(MSAT)	emissions	through	cleaner	fuels	and	cleaner	engines.			

The	FHWA	has	developed	a	tiered	approach	for	analyzing	MSATs	in	NEPA	documents,	depending	on	specific	
project	circumstances.		The	FHWA	has	identified	three	levels	of	analysis:		(1)	no	analysis	for	projects	with	no	
potential	for	meaningful	MSAT	effects;	(2)	qualitative	analysis	for	projects	with	low	potential	MSAT	effects;	
or	(3)	quantitative	analysis	to	differentiate	alternatives	for	projects	with	higher	potential	MSAT	effects.		For	
projects	warranting	MSAT	analysis,	the	seven	priority	MSAT	should	be	analyzed.		The	alternatives,	except	for	
the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	 are	 expected	 to	have	a	 low	potential	 for	MSAT	effect	 in	 the	 alternative	
areas	due	 to	 traffic	 and	 landfill	 emissions.	 	Therefore,	MSATs	are	analyzed	 for	 the	alternatives	 in	 this	EIS,	
except	for	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative.	

																																																													
9		 Federal	Register,	Vol.	72,	No.	37,	page	8430,	February	26,	2007.	
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Greenhouse Gases 

Global Climate Change Programs 

The	USEPA	 is	 responsible	 for	 implementing	 federal	 policy	 to	 address	 global	 climate	 change.	 	 The	 federal	
government	 administers	 a	wide	 array	 of	 public‐private	 partnerships	 to	 reduce	 the	 greenhouse	 gas	 (GHG)	
intensity	 generated	 by	 the	 United	 States.	 	 These	 programs	 focus	 on	 energy	 efficiency,	 renewable	 energy,	
methane	and	other	non‐CO2	gases,	agricultural	practices,	and	implementation	of	technologies	to	achieve	GHG	
reductions.	 	 The	 USEPA	 implements	 several	 voluntary	 programs	 that	 substantially	 contribute	 to	 the	
reduction	of	GHG	emissions	including:		

 The	State	Climate	and	Energy	Partner	Network	that	allows	for	the	exchange	of	information	between	
federal	and	state	agencies	regarding	climate	and	energy;	

 The	Climate	Leaders	program	for	companies;		

 The	Energy	Star	labeling	system	for	energy‐efficient	products;	and		

 The	Green	Power	Partnership	for	organizations	interested	in	buying	green	power.			

All	of	 these	programs	play	a	 significant	 role	 in	encouraging	voluntary	 reductions	 from	 large	 corporations,	
consumers,	industrial	and	commercial	buildings,	and	many	major	industrial	sectors.	

In	Massachusetts	v.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	(Docket	No.		05–1120),	the	U.S.	Supreme	Court	held	in	
April	of	2007	that	the	USEPA	has	authority	to	regulate	greenhouse	gases,	and	the	USEPA's	reasons	for	not	
regulating	this	area	did	not	 fit	 the	statutory	requirements.	 	As	such,	 the	U.S.	Supreme	Court	ruled	that	 the	
USEPA	should	be	required	to	regulate	CO2	and	other	greenhouse	gases	as	pollutants	under	Section	202(a)(1)	
of	the	federal	CAA.		

On	 January	24,	 2007,	 the	President	 signed	Executive	Order	 13423	 “Strengthening	Federal	Environmental,	
Energy,	 and	Transportation	Management.”	 	 It	was	 codified	 into	 law	by	 the	2009	Omnibus	Appropriations	
Law	 signed	 on	 February	 17,	 2009.	 	 The	 order	 sets	 goals	 in	 the	 areas	 of	 energy	 efficiency,	 acquisition,	
renewable	 energy,	 toxics	 reductions,	 recycling,	 sustainable	 buildings,	 electronics	 stewardship,	 fleets,	 and	
water	 conservation.	 	 In	 addition	 the	 order	 requires	more	widespread	 use	 of	 Environmental	Management	
Systems	as	 the	 framework	 in	which	 to	manage	 and	 continually	 improve	 these	 sustainable	practices.	 	This	
Executive	Order	requires	federal	agencies	to	lead	by	example	in	advancing	the	nation’s	energy	security	and	
environmental	performance	by	achieving	the	following	goals:		

 Energy	Efficiency:		Reduce	energy	intensity	30	percent	by	2015,	compared	to	an	FY	2003	baseline.	

 Greenhouse	Gases:	 	 Reduce	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	 through	 reduction	 of	 energy	 intensity	 30	
percent	by	2015,	compared	to	an	FY	2003	baseline.	

 Renewable	Power:	 	 At	 least	 50	 percent	 of	 current	 renewable	 energy	 purchases	must	 come	 from	
new	renewable	sources	(in	service	after	January	1,	1999).	

 Building	 Performance:	 	 Construct	 or	 renovate	 buildings	 in	 accordance	 with	 sustainability	
strategies,	 including	 resource	 conservation,	 reduction,	 and	 use;	 siting;	 and	 indoor	 environmental	
quality.	
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 Water	Conservation:		Reduce	water	consumption	intensity	16	percent	by	2015,	compared	to	an	FY	
2007	baseline.		

 Vehicles:	 	 Increase	 purchase	 of	 alternative	 fuel,	 hybrid,	 and	 plug‐in	 hybrid	 vehicles	 when	
commercially	available.	

 Petroleum	Conservation:	 	Reduce	petroleum	consumption	 in	 fleet	vehicles	by	2	percent	annually	
through	2015,	compared	to	an	FY	2005	baseline.	

 Alternative	 Fuel:	 	 Increase	 use	 of	 alternative	 fuel	 consumption	 by	 at	 least	 10	 percent	 annually,	
compared	to	an	FY	2005	baseline.	

 Pollution	 Prevention:	 	 Reduce	 use	 of	 chemicals	 and	 toxic	 materials	 and	 purchase	 lower	 risk	
chemicals	and	toxic	materials.		

 Procurement:		Expand	purchases	of	environmentally	sound	goods	and	services,	including	bio‐based	
products.	

 Electronics	 Management:	 	 Annually,	 95	 percent	 of	 electronic	 products	 purchased	 must	 meet	
Electronic	 Product	 Environmental	 Assessment	 Tool	 standards	 where	 applicable;	 enable	 Energy	
Star®	 features	on	100	percent	 of	 computers	 and	monitors;	 and	 reuse,	 donate,	 sell,	 or	 recycle	100	
percent	of	electronic	products	using	environmentally	sound	management	practices.	

The	 USEPA	 issued	 a	 Final	 Greenhouse	 Gas	 Reporting	 Rule	 (40	 CFR	 98)	 for	 mandatory	 reporting	 of	 GHG	
emissions	 in	October	2009.	 	This	Final	Rule	applies	 to	 fossil	 fuel	 suppliers,	 industrial	gas	 suppliers,	direct	
GHG	 emitters,	 and	 manufacturers	 of	 heavy‐duty	 and	 off‐road	 vehicles	 and	 vehicle	 engines,	 and	 requires	
annual	 reporting	 of	 emissions.	 	 The	 Final	 Rule	 was	 effective	 December	 29,	 2009,	 with	 data	 collection	
beginning	January	1,	2010,	and	the	first	annual	reports	due	in	March	2011.		This	rule	does	not	regulate	the	
emission	of	GHGs	but	requires	the	monitoring	and	reporting	of	greenhouse	gas	emissions	for	those	sources	
that	emit	25,000	metric	tons	or	more	per	year	of	carbon	dioxide.10			

USEPA	adopted	a	Final	Endangerment	Finding	for	the	six	defined	GHGs	(CO2,	CH4,	N2O,	HFCs,	PFCs,	and	SF6)	
on	December	7,	 2009.	 	 The	 Endangerment	 Finding	 is	 required	before	USEPA	 can	 regulate	GHG	 emissions	
under	 Section	 202(a)(1)	 of	 the	 CAA	 in	 fulfillment	 of	 the	 U.S.	 Supreme	 Court	 decision.	 	 The	 USEPA	 also	
adopted	a	Cause	or	Contribute	Finding	 in	which	 the	USEPA	Administrator	 found	 that	GHG	emissions	 from	
new	motor	vehicle	and	motor	vehicle	engines	are	contributing	to	air	pollution,	which	is	endangering	public	
health	and	welfare.			

These	 findings	 do	 not	 themselves	 impose	 any	 requirements	 on	 industry	 or	 other	 entities.	 	 However,	 this	
action	was	a	prerequisite	for	implementing	GHG	emissions	standards	for	vehicles.		In	collaboration	with	the	
National	Highway	Traffic	Safety	Administration	(NHTSA),	USEPA	finalized	emission	standards	for	light‐duty	
vehicles	 (2012‐2016	model	 years)	 in	 May	 of	 2010	 and	 heavy‐duty	 vehicles	 (2014‐2018	model	 years)	 in	
August	of	2011.		

On	May	19,	2009,	 the	President	announced	a	national	policy	 for	 fuel	efficiency	and	emissions	standards	 in	
the	 U.S.	 auto	 industry.	 	 The	 proposed	 policy	 is	 a	 collaboration	 between	 the	 U.S.	 Department	 of	

																																																													
10		 USEPA,	2009.	
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Transportation	 (USDOT)	 and	USEPA.	 	 The	 proposed	 federal	 standards	 apply	 to	 passenger	 cars,	 light‐duty	
trucks,	 and	 medium‐duty	 passenger	 vehicles	 built	 in	 model	 years	 2012	 through	 2016.	 	 If	 finalized,	 the	
proposed	rule	would	surpass	the	2007	Corporate	Average	Fuel	Economy	(CAFE)	standards	and	require	an	
average	fuel	economy	standard	of	35.5	mile	per	gallon	(mpg)	and	250	grams	of	CO2	per	mile	by	model	year	
2016,	 based	 on	 USEPA	 calculation	 methods.	 	 On	 May	 22,	 2009,	 USDOT	 and	 USEPA	 issued	 a	 notice	 of	
upcoming	joint	rulemaking	on	this	issue.		On	April	1,	2010,	USDOT	and	USEPA	established	federal	rules	that	
set	 the	 first‐ever	national	GHG	emissions	standards	and	will	substantially	 increase	 the	 fuel	economy	of	all	
new	passenger	 cars	 and	 light	 trucks	 sold	 in	 the	United	 States.	 	 Based	on	USDOT	 calculation	methods,	 the	
standards	set	a	requirement	to	meet	an	average	fuel	economy	of	34.1	mpg	by	2016.		Although	this	is	lower	
than	 the	35.5	mpg,	 the	USEPA	will	 give	 automakers	 credits	 for	 improvements	 to	 air‐conditioning	 systems	
that	also	reduce	leakage	of	refrigerants	into	the	atmosphere	or	reduce	fuel	consumption	while	the	system	is	
operating.		The	improvements	to	these	systems	equate	to	an	overall	reduction	of	CO2,	which	meets	the	35.5	
mpg	requirement.		In	August	2012,	the	USEPA	and	USDOT	adopted	standards	for	model	year	2017	through	
2025	passenger	cars	and	light‐duty	trucks.		By	model	year	2020,	vehicles	are	required	to	achieve	a	combined	
standard	of	41.7	mpg	and	213	grams	of	CO2	per	mile.		By	model	year	2025,	vehicles	are	required	to	achieve	
54.5	mpg	(if	GHG	reductions	are	achieved	exclusively	through	fuel	economy	improvements)	and	163	grams	
of	 CO2	 per	 mile.	 	 According	 to	 the	 USEPA,	 a	 model	 year	 2025	 vehicle	 would	 emit	 one‐half	 of	 the	 GHG	
emissions	from	a	model	year	2010	vehicle.11	

On	May	13,	2010,	the	USEPA	issued	a	Final	Rule	that	establishes	an	approach	to	address	GHG	emissions	from	
stationary	sources	under	 the	CAA	permitting	programs.	 	 In	 the	 first	phase	of	 the	Rule	 (January	2011‐June	
2011),	 only	 sources	 currently	 subject	 to	 the	NSR	 and	PSD	permitting	program	 (i.e.,	 those	 that	 are	 newly‐
constructed	or	modified	in	a	way	that	substantially	increases	emissions	of	a	pollutant	other	than	GHGs)	are	
subject	 to	 permitting	 requirements	 for	 their	 GHG	 emissions	 under	 PSD.	 	 For	 these	 projects,	 only	 GHG	
increases	 of	 75,000	 tons	 per	 year	 (tpy)	 CO2e	 (carbon	 dioxide	 equivalent)	 or	more	 need	 to	 determine	 the	
BACT	for	their	GHG	emissions.	 	This	 final	rule	sets	a	threshold	of	75,000	tons	per	year	 for	GHG	emissions.		
Similarly	for	the	operating	permit	program,	only	sources	currently	subject	to	the	program	are	subject	to	Title	
V	requirements	for	GHG.	 	In	the	second	phase	of	the	rule	(July	2011‐June	2013)	new	construction	projects	
that	exceed	a	threshold	of	100,000	tpy	and	modifications	of	existing	facilities	that	increase	emissions	by	at	
least	 75,000	 tpy	will	 be	 subject	 to	permitting	 requirements.	 	Additionally,	 operating	 facilities	 that	 emit	 at	
least	100,000	tpy	will	be	subject	to	Title	V	permitting	requirements.12		New	and	existing	industrial	facilities	
that	 meet	 or	 exceed	 that	 threshold	 will	 require	 a	 permit	 under	 the	 PSD	 and	 Title	 V	 Operating	 Permit	
programs.		This	rule	took	effect	January	2,	2011.	

Kyoto Protocol 

The	United	States	participated	 in	the	United	Nations	Framework	Convention	on	Climate	Change	(UNFCCC)	
(signed	 on	 March	 21,	 1994).	 	 The	 Kyoto	 Protocol	 is	 a	 treaty	 made	 under	 the	 UNFCCC	 and	 was	 the	 first	
international	agreement	to	regulate	GHG	emissions.		It	has	been	estimated	that	if	the	commitments	outlined	
in	the	Kyoto	Protocol	are	met,	global	GHG	emissions	could	be	reduced	by	an	estimated	5	percent	from	1990	
levels	during	the	first	commitment	period	of	2008–2012.13		It	should	be	noted	that	although	the	United	States	
																																																													
11		 USEPA,	“EPA	and	NHTSA	Set	Standards	to	Reduce	Greenhouse	Gases	and	Improve	Fuel	Economy	for	Model	Years	2017‐2025	Cars	and	

Light	Trucks,”	http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/documents/420f12051.pdf.		2012.	
12		 USEPA,	2010.	
13		 UNFCCC,	1997.	
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is	a	signatory	to	the	Kyoto	Protocol,	Congress	has	not	ratified	the	Protocol	and	the	United	States	is	not	bound	
by	the	Protocol’s	commitments.		

In	 anticipation	 of	 providing	 an	 updated	 international	 treaty	 for	 the	 reduction	 of	 GHG	 emissions,	
representatives	 from	 170	 countries	 met	 in	 Copenhagen	 in	 December	 2009	 to	 ratify	 an	 updated	 UNFCCC	
agreement	 (Copenhagen	 Accord).	 	 The	 Copenhagen	 Accord,	 a	 voluntary	 agreement	 between	 the	 United	
States,	China,	India,	and	Brazil,	recognizes	the	need	to	keep	global	temperature	rise	to	below	2°C	and	obliges	
signatories	 to	 establish	measures	 to	 reduce	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	 and	 to	 prepare	 to	 provide	 help	 to	
poorer	countries	in	adapting	to	climate	change.		The	countries	met	again	in	Cancun	in	December	2010	and	
adopted	 the	 Cancun	Agreements,	which	 reinforces	 and	 builds	 upon	 the	 Copenhagen	Accord.	 	 The	 nations	
agreed	 to	 recognize	 country	 targets,	 develop	 low‐carbon	 development	 plans	 and	 strategies,	 and	 report	
inventories	annually.		In	addition,	agreements	were	made	regarding	financing	for	developing	countries	and	
technology	support	and	coordination	among	all	nations.		The	parties	met	again	in	December	2011	in	South	
Africa.		At	this	meeting,	the	commitment	period	was	extended	from	2013	for	either	five	or	eight	years	to	be	
voted	on	at	 the	next	meeting,	and	reaffirmed	the	Cancun	Agreements.	 	The	major	outcome	of	 this	meeting	
was	the	establishment	of	 the	Durban	Platform	for	Enhanced	Action.	 	This	Platform	allows	negotiation	of	a	
new	 legal	 and	 universal	 emission	 reduction	 agreement,	 which	 accounts	 for	 the	 mitigation	 efforts	 of	 all	
countries	under	one	agreement.		Unfortunately,	the	sum	total	of	official	emission	reduction	pledges	received	
so	far	amounts	to	only	around	60	percent	of	what	is	needed	to	limit	the	temperature	increase	to	2°C	above	
pre‐Industrial	levels.		During	2013–2015	the	UNFCCC	nations	will	review	the	2°C	limit	and	consider	a	1.5°C	
limit.14	

Climate Change Technology Program 

The	United	States	has	opted	for	a	voluntary	and	incentive‐based	approach	toward	emissions	reductions	 in	
lieu	of	 the	Kyoto	Protocol’s	mandatory	 framework.	 	 The	Climate	Change	Technology	Program	 (CCTP)	 is	 a	
multi‐agency	research	and	development	coordination	effort	(which	 is	 led	by	the	Secretaries	of	Energy	and	
Commerce)	that	is	charged	with	carrying	out	the	President’s	National	Climate	Change	Technology	Initiative.	

Council on Environmental Quality Guidance 

The	 Council	 on	 Environmental	 Quality	 (CEQ)	 issued	 its	 Draft	 National	 Environmental	 Policy	 Act	 (NEPA)	
Guidance	on	Consideration	of	 the	Effects	of	Climate	Change	and	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions,	 February	 2010,	
which	proposed	that	projects	analyzed	under	NEPA	should	consider	potential	impacts	associated	with	GHG	
emissions	and	climate	change.	 	This	Memorandum	addresses	two	related	issues:	 	(1)	the	treatment	of	GHG	
emissions	 that	may	 directly	 or	 indirectly	 result	 from	 the	 proposed	 federal	 action	 and	 (2)	 the	 analysis	 of	
potential	 climate	 change	 impacts	 upon	 the	 proposed	 federal	 action.	 	 If	 a	 proposed	 action	 would	 be	
reasonably	anticipated	to	cause	direct	emissions	of	25,000	metric	tons	or	more	of	CO2e	GHG	emissions	on	an	
annual	basis,	agencies	should	consider	this	an	indicator	that	a	quantitative	and	qualitative	assessment	may	
be	meaningful	to	decision	makers	and	the	public.		For	long‐term	actions	that	have	annual	direct	emissions	of	
less	 than	25,000	metric	 tons	of	CO2e	emissions,	CEQ	encourages	 federal	 agencies	 to	 consider	whether	 the	
action’s	long‐term	emissions	should	receive	similar	analysis.		CEQ	does	not	propose	this	as	an	indicator	of	a	
threshold	 of	 significant	 effects,	 but	 rather	 as	 an	 indicator	 of	 a	minimum	 level	 of	GHG	 emissions	 that	may	
																																																													
14		 UNFCCC,	2012.	
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warrant	some	description	in	the	appropriate	NEPA	analysis	for	agency	actions	involving	direct	emissions	of	
GHGs.		CEQ	proposes	that	this	analysis	should	also	consider	applicable	federal,	state,	or	local	goals	for	energy	
conservation	 and	 alternatives	 for	 reducing	 energy	 demand	 or	 GHG	 emissions	 associated	 with	 energy	
production.	

Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule 

On	September	22,	2009,	the	USEPA	released	its	final	Greenhouse	Gas	Reporting	Rule	(Reporting	Rule).		The	
Reporting	Rule	is	a	response	to	the	fiscal	year	2008	Consolidated	Appropriations	Act	(H.R.	2764;	Public	Law	
110‐161),	that	required	USEPA	to	develop	“…	mandatory	reporting	of	greenhouse	gases	above	appropriate	
thresholds	 in	 all	 sectors	 of	 the	 economy…”	 The	 Reporting	 Rule	 applies	 to	most	 entities	 that	 emit	 25,000	
metric	tons	of	(CO2e)	or	more	per	year.	 	Starting	in	2010,	facility	owners	are	required	to	submit	an	annual	
GHG	emissions	report	with	detailed	calculations	of	 facility	GHG	emissions.	 	The	Reporting	Rule	would	also	
mandate	recordkeeping	and	administrative	requirements	in	order	for	USEPA	to	verify	annual	GHG	emissions	
reports.	

4.3.1.2  State 

Air Quality 

The	 California	 Air	 Resources	 Board	 (CARB),	 a	 part	 of	 the	 California	 EPA	 (CalEPA),	 is	 responsible	 for	 the	
coordination	and	administration	of	both	federal	and	state	air	pollution	control	programs	within	California.		
In	 this	 capacity,	 CARB	 conducts	 research,	 sets	 CAAQS,	 compiles	 emission	 inventories,	 develops	 suggested	
control	 measures,	 and	 provides	 oversight	 of	 local	 programs.	 	 CARB	 has	 primary	 responsibility	 for	 the	
development	of	California’s	SIP,	and	works	closely	with	the	federal	government	and	the	local	air	districts.	

California Clean Air Act  

The	California	Clean	Air	Act,	signed	into	law	in	1988,	requires	all	areas	of	the	state	to	achieve	and	maintain	
the	CAAQS	by	 the	earliest	practical	date.	 	Table	4.3‐1	 shows	 the	CAAQS	currently	 in	 effect	 for	 each	of	 the	
criteria	 pollutants	 as	 well	 as	 the	 other	 pollutants	 recognized	 by	 the	 state.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.3‐1,	 the	
CAAQS	generally	include	more	stringent	standards	than	the	NAAQS	for	most	of	the	criteria	air	pollutants.		In	
addition,	the	CARB	has	established	standards	for	other	pollutants	recognized	by	the	state,	such	as	sulfates,	
hydrogen	sulfide,	vinyl	chloride,	and	visibility‐reducing	particles.			

Table	4.3‐2	provides	a	summary	of	the	SDAB’s	attainment	status	with	respect	to	state	standards.		The	SDAB	
is	designated	as	 attainment	 for	 the	California	 standards	 for	 sulfates,	 and	unclassified	 for	hydrogen	 sulfide	
and	visibility‐reducing	particles.	 	Because	vinyl	 chloride	 is	 a	 carcinogenic	 toxic	air	 contaminant,	 the	CARB	
does	not	classify	attainment	status	for	this	pollutant.			

Toxic Air Contaminant Regulations 

The	CARB’s	statewide	comprehensive	air	toxics	program	was	established	in	the	early	1980's.		The	Toxic	Air	
Contaminant	Identification	and	Control	Act	(AB	1807)	created	California's	program	to	reduce	exposure	to	air	
toxics.	 	Toxic	Air	Contaminants	(TACs)	are	airborne	substances	 that	are	capable	of	causing	chronic	(i.e.,	of	
long	duration)	and	acute	(i.e.,	severe	but	of	short	duration)	adverse	effects	on	human	health.	 	They	include	
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both	 organic	 and	 inorganic	 chemical	 substances	 that	 may	 be	 emitted	 from	 a	 variety	 of	 common	 sources	
including	 gasoline	 stations,	 motor	 vehicles,	 dry	 cleaners,	 industrial	 operations,	 painting	 operations,	 and	
research	and	teaching	facilities.			

In	1993,	 the	AB	1807	program	was	amended	 to	 include	 the	 identification	and	control	of	TACs	 (AB	2728).		
Specifically,	AB	2728	 required	 the	CARB	 to	 identify	USEPAs	188	HAPs	as	TACs.	 	Major	 sources	of	 specific	
HAPs	 are	 subject	 to	 the	 requirements	 of	 the	 NESHAPS	 Program	 and	 require	 Title	 V	 permitting	 which	
requires	implementation	of	MACTs	to	reduce	emissions	of	HAPs.	

Lifetime	cancer	risk	is	defined	as	the	increased	chance	of	contracting	cancer	over	a	70‐year	period	as	a	result	
of	 exposure	 to	 a	 toxic	 substance	 or	 substances.	 	 It	 is	 the	 product	 of	 the	 estimated	daily	 exposure	 of	 each	
suspected	carcinogen	by	its	respective	cancer	unit	risk.		The	end	result	represents	a	worst‐case	estimate	of	
cancer	risk.		CARB	has	produced	a	series	of	estimated	inhalation	cancer	risk	maps	based	on	modeled	levels	of	
outdoor	composite	toxic	pollutant	levels.15		The	2010	estimated	map	indicates	that	the	majority	of	the	County	
is	 exposed	 to	 an	 inhalation	 cancer	 risk	 of	 less	 than	 250	 persons	 per	 million.	 	 These	 risk	 maps	 depict	
inhalation	cancer	risk	due	to	modeled	outdoor	toxic	pollutant	levels,	and	do	not	account	for	cancer	risk	due	
to	other	types	of	exposure.		The	largest	contributors	to	inhalation	cancer	risk	are	diesel	engines.	

The	California	Air	Toxics	 “Hot	Spots”	 Information	and	Assessment	Act	 (AB	2588)	 is	 a	 state‐wide	program	
enacted	in	1987.		It	requires	facilities	to	report	their	air	toxics	emissions,	ascertain	health	risks,	and	to	notify	
nearby	 residents	 of	 significant	 risks.	 	 The	 San	 Diego	 Air	 Pollution	 Control	 District	 (SDAPCD)	 Rule	 1210	
implements	the	public	notification	and	risk	reduction	requirements	of	the	state	Air	Toxics	“Hot	Spots”	Act,	
and	 requires	 facilities	 to	 reduce	 risks	 to	 acceptable	 levels	 within	 five	 years.	 	 In	 addition,	 Rule	 1200	
establishes	 acceptable	 risk	 levels,	 and	 emission	 control	 requirements	 for	 new	 and	modified	 facilities	 that	
may	emit	additional	TACs.		The	SDAPCD	has	determined	that	the	significance	criterion	for	cancer	health	risks	
is	 a	 10	 in	million	 increase	 in	 the	 chance	 of	 developing	 cancer.	 	 The	 significance	 of	 non‐cancer	 (acute	 and	
chronic)	risks	is	evaluated	in	terms	of	hazard	indices	(HI)	for	different	endpoints.		The	SDAPCD	threshold	for	
non–cancer	risk	for	both	acute	and	chronic	HI	is	1.0.		In	September	1992,	the	"Hot	Spots"	Act	was	amended	
by	Senate	Bill	1731	which	required	facilities	that	pose	a	significant	health	risk	to	the	community	to	reduce	
their	risk	through	a	risk	management	plan.		In	2000,	the	CARB	adopted	a	diesel	risk	reduction	plan	to	reduce	
diesel	particulate	matter	emissions	and	the	associated	health	risk.	 	The	goal	of	 the	plan	 is	 to	reduce	diesel	
particulate	matter	emissions	and	the	associated	health	risk	75	percent	by	2010	and	85	percent	by	2020.	

California Air Resources Board Airborne Toxic Control Measures  

In	2004,	CARB	adopted	an	Airborne	Toxic	Control	Measure	(ATCM)	to	limit	heavy‐duty	diesel	motor	vehicle	
idling	in	order	to	reduce	public	exposure	to	diesel	particulate	matter	(DPM)	and	other	TACs.		The	measure	
applies	 to	diesel‐fueled	commercial	vehicles	with	gross	vehicle	weight	ratings	greater	 than	10,000	pounds	
that	are	 licensed	to	operate	on	highways,	regardless	of	where	they	are	registered.	 	This	measure	does	not	
allow	diesel‐fueled	commercial	vehicles	to	idle	for	more	than	five	minutes	at	any	given	time.			

																																																													
15		 CARB,	2010.	
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In	addition	to	limiting	exhaust	from	idling	trucks,	CARB	promulgated	emission	standards	for	off‐road	diesel	
construction	 equipment	 such	 as	 bulldozers,	 loaders,	 backhoes	 and	 forklifts,	 as	 well	 as	 many	 other	 self‐
propelled	off‐road	diesel	vehicles.		A	CARB	regulation	that	became	effective	on	June	15,	2008,	aims	to	reduce	
emissions	by	installation	of	diesel	soot	filters	and	encouraging	the	replacement	of	older,	dirtier	engines	with	
newer	 emission	 controlled	models.16	 	 A	 prohibition	 against	 acquiring	 certain	 vehicles	 began	 on	March	 1,	
2009,	and	a	reporting	requirement	started	on	April	1,	2009.		Implementation	of	some	provisions	is	staggered	
based	on	fleet	size,	with	the	largest	operators	to	begin	compliance	in	2010.	 	By	2020,	CARB	estimates	that	
DPM	will	be	reduced	by	74	percent	and	smog	forming	NOX	(another	important	pollutant	emitted	from	diesel	
engines)	by	32	percent,	compared	to	what	emissions	would	be	without	the	regulation.		In	January	2010,	the	
Associated	 General	 Contractors	 of	 America	 filed	 a	 petition	 requesting	 CARB	 to	 adopt	 an	 emergency	
amendment	to	delay	the	fleet	average	target	dates	of	this	regulation	for	a	period	of	two	years.		Consequently,	
the	 following	relief	was	granted:	 	CARB	will	 “not	 take	any	enforcement	action	 for	noncompliance	with	the	
regulation’s	March	 1,	 2010	 emission	 standards	 or	 other	 emission	 related	 requirements	 before	 it	 receives	
authorization	from	USEPA.”17			

Greenhouse Gases 

California Air Resources Board  

CARB	is	responsible	for	the	coordination	and	administration	of	both	federal	and	state	air	pollution	control	
programs	within	California.		CARB	also	establishes	emissions	standards	for	motor	vehicles	sold	in	California,	
consumer	products	 and	various	 types	of	 commercial	 equipment.	 	 It	 also	 sets	 fuel	 specifications	 to	 further	
reduce	vehicular	emissions.	 	CARB	has	primary	 responsibility	 for	 the	development	of	California’s	 SIP,	 and	
works	closely	with	the	federal	government	and	the	local	air	districts	to	reduce	GHG	emissions.	

In	accordance	with	state	law,	in	August	2010,	CARB	released	the	draft	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	
(CEQA)	Functional	Equivalent	Document,	which	proposes	GHG	emission	 reduction	 targets	 specific	 to	each	
Metropolitan	 Planning	 Organization	 (MPO).	 	 The	 CARB	 recognizes	 that	 GHG	 reduction	 measures	 may	 be	
unique	 to	 certain	 areas	 of	 California	 where	 GHG	 reduction	 measures	 in	 one	 area	 may	 not	 be	 feasible	 in	
another.			

Assembly Bill 32 – The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 

In	2006,	 the	California	State	Legislature	adopted	Assembly	Bill	32	 (AB	32),	 the	California	Global	Warming	
Solutions	 Act,	 focusing	 on	 reducing	 GHG	 emissions	 in	 California.	 	 GHGs	 as	 defined	 under	 AB	 32	 include	
carbon	 dioxide,	 methane,	 nitrous	 oxide,	 hydrofluorocarbons,	 perfluorocarbons,	 and	 sulfur	 hexafluoride.		
Under	AB	32,	CARB	has	the	primary	responsibility	for	reducing	GHG	emissions.			

AB	32	required	CARB	to	adopt	rules	and	regulations	directing	state	actions	that	would	achieve	greenhouse	
gas	emissions	equivalent	to	1990	statewide	levels	by	2020.		On	or	before	June	30,	2007,	CARB	was	required	
to	publish	a	list	of	discrete	early	action	GHG	emission	reduction	measures	that	would	be	implemented	to	be	

																																																													
16		 California	Code	of	Regulations,	Title	13,	Secs.	2449,	2449.1,	2449.2	and	2449.3.			
17		 California	 Regulatory	 Notice	 Register,	 February	 2010.	 	 http://www.oal.ca.gov/res/docs/pdf/notice/9z‐2010.pdf	 (accessed	 April	

2010).	
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made	 enforceable	 by	 2010.	 	 The	 law	 further	 required	 that	 such	 measures	 achieve	 the	 maximum	
technologically	 feasible	 and	 cost	 effective	 reductions	 in	 GHGs	 from	 sources	 or	 categories	 of	 sources	 to	
achieve	the	statewide	greenhouse	gas	emissions	limit	for	2020.	

CARB	 published	 its	 Final	 Report	 for	 Proposed	 Early	 Actions	 to	 Mitigate	 Climate	 Change	 in	 California	 in	
October	2007.	 	This	 report	described	 recommendations	 for	discrete	 early	 action	measures	 to	 reduce	GHG	
emissions	 as	 part	 of	 California’s	 AB	 32	 GHG	 reduction	 strategy.	 	 Resulting	 from	 this	 are	 three	 new	
regulations	proposed	 to	meet	 the	definition	of	 “discrete	early	action	greenhouse	gas	 reduction	measures,”	
including	the	following:		a	low	carbon	fuel	standard;	reduction	of	HFC	134a	emissions	from	non‐professional	
servicing	 of	 motor	 vehicle	 air	 conditioning	 systems;	 and	 improved	 landfill	 methane	 capture.18	 	 CARB	
estimates	 that	 by	2020,	 the	 reductions	 from	 those	 three	measures	would	 range	 from	13	 to	 26	MMTCO2e.		
CARB	 also	 adopted	 regulations	 to	 reduce	 greenhouse	 gases	 emitted	 by	 passenger	 vehicles	 and	 light	 duty	
trucks.		Regulations	adopted	by	CARB	will	apply	to	2009	and	later	model	year	vehicles.		CARB	estimates	that	
the	regulation	will	reduce	climate	change	emissions	from	light	duty	passenger	vehicle	fleet	by	18	percent	in	
2020	and	27	percent	in	2030	(CARB,	2004).		In	2007,	CARB	released	a	report,	California	1990	GHG	Emissions	
Level	and	2020	Emissions	Limit,	that	determined	the	statewide	levels	of	GHG	emissions	in	1990	to	be	427	
MMTCO2e.		Additionally,	in	December	2008,	CARB	adopted	the	Climate	Change	Scoping	Plan,	which	outlines	
the	 state’s	 strategy	 to	 achieve	 the	 2020	 GHG	 limit.	 	 This	 Scoping	 Plan	 proposes	 a	 comprehensive	 set	 of	
actions	designed	to	reduce	overall	greenhouse	gas	emissions	in	California,	improve	the	environment,	reduce	
dependence	on	oil,	diversify	energy	sources,	save	energy,	create	new	jobs,	and	enhance	public	health.	 	The	
plan	emphasizes	a	cap‐and‐trade	program,	but	also	includes	the	discrete	early	actions.19	

On	 June	 17,	 2010,	 the	 new	 AB	 32,	 GHG	 requirements	 for	 landfills	 became	 effective.	 	 The	 regulation	 is	 a	
discrete	early	action	greenhouse	gas	emission	reduction	measure.		The	regulation	primarily	requires	owners	
and	 operators	 of	 certain	 uncontrolled	 MSW	 landfills	 to	 install	 gas	 collection	 and	 control	 systems,	 and	
requires	existing	and	newly	installed	gas	and	control	systems	to	operate	in	an	optimal	manner.	

Senate Bill 375 – Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Senate	Bill	375	(SB	375),	which	establishes	mechanisms	for	the	development	of	regional	targets	for	reducing	
passenger	 vehicle	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions,	 was	 adopted	 by	 the	 state	 on	 September	 30,	 2008.		 On	
September	23,	2010,	CARB	adopted	the	vehicular	greenhouse	gas	emissions	reduction	targets	that	had	been	
developed	 in	 consultation	 with	 the	 MPOs;	 the	 targets	 require	 a	 7	 to	 8	 percent	 reduction	 by	 2020	 and	
between	13	to	16	percent	reduction	by	2035	for	each	MPO.		SB	375	recognizes	the	importance	of	achieving	
significant	greenhouse	gas	reductions	by	working	with	cities	and	counties	to	change	land	use	patterns	and	
improve	transportation	alternatives.			

The	project	and	alternatives	are	located	in	the	San	Diego	Association	of	Governments	(SANDAG)	MPO,	which	
has	proposed	regional	GHG	reduction	targets	as	required	under	SB	375.		Recently,	SANDAG	proposed	a	goal	
of	reducing	per	capita	GHGs	emissions	by	7	percent	for	year	2020	and	13	percent	for	year	2035	compared	to	

																																																													
18	 California	 Air	 Resources	 Board,	 2007.	 	 Climate	 Action	 Team	 Proposed	 Early	 Actions	 to	Mitigate	 Climate	 Change	 in	 California.		

http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/reports/2007‐04‐20_CAT_REPORT.PDF	
19	 California	 Air	 Resources	 Board,	 2008.	 	 Climate	 Change	 Scoping	 Plan,	 a	 framework	 for	 change.		

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/adopted_scoping_plan.pdf	
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year	2005.	 	These	reduction	goals	were	incorporated	into	the	SANDAG	2050	Regional	Transportation	Plan	
(RTP),	which	was	adopted	October,	28,	2011.	 	Projects	going	through	the	NEPA	or	CEQA	process	would	be	
required	to	demonstrate	consistency	with	SANDAG	RTP	policies	including	specified	GHG	reduction	targets.		
Additionally,	SANDAG	adopted	a	Sustainable	Communities	Strategy	 (SCS)	plan	 to	meet	emission	reduction	
targets	 on	 October	 28,	 2011.	 	 One	 goal	 of	 the	 SCS	 plan	 is	 to	 comply	 with	 the	 provisions	 of	 SB	 375	 by	
establishing	a	reduction	target	for	cars	and	light	trucks.			

Title 24, Building Standards Code and CALGreen Code 

The	 California	 Energy	 Commission	 (CEC)	 first	 adopted	 Energy	 Efficiency	 Standards	 for	 Residential	 and	
Nonresidential	Buildings	(CCR	Title	24	Part	6)	in	1978	in	response	to	a	legislative	mandate	to	reduce	energy	
consumption	 in	 the	 state.	 	 Although	 not	 originally	 intended	 to	 reduce	 GHG	 emissions,	 increased	 energy	
efficiency,	 and	 reduced	 consumption	of	 electricity,	natural	 gas,	 and	other	 fuels	would	 result	 in	 fewer	GHG	
emissions	from	residential	and	nonresidential	buildings	subject	to	the	standard.		The	standards	are	updated	
periodically	to	allow	for	the	consideration	and	inclusion	of	new	energy	efficiency	technologies	and	methods.	

Part	11	of	the	Title	24	Building	Standards	Code	is	referred	to	as	the	California	Green	Building	Standards	Code	
(CALGreen	Code).	The	purpose	of	the	CALGreen	Code	is	to	“improve	public	health,	safety	and	general	welfare	
by	enhancing	the	design	and	construction	of	buildings	through	the	use	of	building	concepts	having	a	positive	
environmental	 impact	 and	 encouraging	 sustainable	 construction	 practices	 in	 the	 following	 categories:	 (1)	
Planning	and	design;	(2)	Energy	efficiency;	(3)	Water	efficiency	and	conservation;	(4)	Material	conservation	
and	 resource	 efficiency;	 and	 (5)	 Environmental	 air	 quality.”20	 	 The	 CALGreen	 Code	 is	 not	 intended	 to	
substitute	for	or	be	identified	as	meeting	the	certification	requirements	of	any	green	building	program	that	is	
not	 established	 and	 adopted	by	 the	California	Building	 Standards	Commission.	 	When	 the	CALGreen	 code	
went	into	effect	in	2009,	compliance	through	2010	was	voluntary.		As	of	January	1,	2011,	the	CALGreen	code	
is	mandatory	for	all	new	buildings	constructed	in	the	state.			

California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section 95460 et seq. 

This	regulation	requires	monitoring,	 collection	and/or	destruction	of	methane	gas	produced	 in	 landfills	 to	
help	 reduce	 the	 emission	 of	 GHGs	 pursuant	 to	 AB	 32.	 	 The	 regulation	 includes	monitoring	 and	 reporting	
requirements.	 	Active	MSW	landfills	with	 less	 than	450,000	tons	of	waste‐in‐place	are	generally	subject	 to	
reporting	requirements	while	 landfills	with	greater	 than	or	equal	 to	450,000	tons	are	subject	 to	reporting	
and	 potentially	 to	 gas	 collection/control	 system	 requirements	 if	 the	 calculated	 landfill	 gas	 heat	 input	
capacity	exceeds	a	threshold	value	or	quarterly	monitoring	shows	surface	methane	concentrations	in	excess	
of	 a	 threshold	 value.	 	 Landfills	 that	 are	 required	 to	 install	 gas	 collection	 and	 control	 systems	must	meet	
certain	standards	as	specified	in	the	regulation.		In	addition,	the	rule	established	standards	for	flares	such	as	
achieving	 a	 methane	 destruction	 efficiency	 of	 at	 least	 99	 percent	 by	 weight.	 	 It	 is	 anticipated	 that	 the	
alternatives,	with	the	exception	of	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	would	be	subject	to	this	regulation.	

																																																													
20		 California	Building	Standards	Commission,	2010	California	Green	Building	Standards	Code.	
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4.3.1.3  Regional 

Air Quality 

State	law	bestows	primary	responsibility	for	controlling	emissions	from	non‐mobile	(stationary)	sources	to	
the	SDAPCD.	 	The	stationary	source	control	measures	 identified	 in	 the	Regional	Air	Quality	Strategy	Plans	
(RAQS)	and	SIP	have	been	developed	by	the	SDAPCD	into	regulations	through	a	formal	rulemaking	process.		
Rules	 are	 developed	 and	 set	 limits	 on	 the	 amount	 of	 emissions	 from	 various	 types	 of	 sources	 and/or	 by	
requiring	specific	emission	control	technologies.		Following	rule	adoption,	a	permit	system	is	used	to	impose	
controls	on	new	and	modified	stationary	sources	and	to	ensure	compliance	with	regulation	by	prescribing	
specific	operating	conditions	or	equipment	on	a	source.			

San Diego Association of Governments  

SANDAG	 is	 the	 regional	 planning	 agency	 for	 San	 Diego	 County	 and	 addresses	 regional	 issues	 relating	 to	
transportation,	 the	 economy,	 community	 development	 and	 the	 environment.21	 	With	 regard	 to	 air	 quality	
planning,	 SANDAG	 has	 prepared	 the	 2050	 Regional	 Transportation	 Plan	 and	 Sustainable	 Communities	
Strategy	 (RTP/SCS),22	 which	 includes	 Growth	 Management	 and	 Regional	 Mobility	 chapters	 that	 form	 the	
basis	for	the	land	use	and	transportation	control	portions	of	the	RAQS	and	are	utilized	in	the	preparation	of	
the	 air	 quality	 forecasts	 and	 consistency	 analysis	 included	 in	 the	RAQS.	 	Both	 the	RTP/SCS	 and	RAQS	are	
based	on	projections	originating	with	County	and	City	General	Plans.	 	 In	addition,	 the	SCS	details	how	the	
region	will	reduce	greenhouse	gas	emissions	to	state‐mandated	levels	over	time.		The	inclusion	of	the	SCS	is	
required	 by	 Senate	 Bill	 375,	 and	 the	 San	 Diego	 region	 is	 the	 first	 in	 California	 to	 produce	 a	 regional	
transportation	plan	with	an	SCS.		

San Diego Air Pollution Control District  

Air Quality Planning 

The	SDAPCD	has	 jurisdiction	over	San	Diego	County	 for	 the	administration	and	enforcement	of	air	quality	
regulations.		In	order	to	meet	the	CAAQS	and	NAAQS,	the	SDAPCD	has	adopted	a	series	of	RAQS.		The	2009	
RAQS	employs	the	most	up‐to‐date	science,	primarily	in	the	form	of	updated	emissions	inventories,	ambient	
measurements,	new	meteorological	episodes	and	new	air	quality	modeling	tools.	 	Policies	and	measures	to	
achieve	federal	standards	for	healthful	air	quality	in	the	air	basin	are	built	upon	in	the	2009	RAQS.	 	It	also	
incorporates	a	comprehensive	strategy	aimed	at	controlling	pollution	from	all	sources,	including	stationary	
sources,	 on‐road	 and	 off‐road	mobile	 sources	 and	 area	 sources.	 	 These	 strategies	 are	 developed,	 in	 part,	
based	on	regional	population,	housing,	and	employment	projections	prepared	by	the	SANDAG.	

The	 2009	 RAQS	 builds	 upon	 improvements	 accomplished	 in	 previous	 plans	 and	 aims	 to	 incorporate	 all	
feasible	control	measures	while	balancing	costs	and	socioeconomic	impacts	for	the	attainment	of	air	quality	
standards,	specifically	the	CAAQS	for	O3.		However,	it	highlights	the	significant	amount	of	reductions	needed	

																																																													
21		 SANDAG	serves	as	the	Federally	designated	metropolitan	planning	organization	(MPO)	for	San	Diego	County.	
22		 SANDAG,	2011.	
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and	 the	 urgent	 need	 to	 identify	 additional	 strategies,	 especially	 in	 the	 area	 of	mobile	 sources,	 to	meet	 all	
federal	criteria	pollutant	standards	within	the	timeframes	allowed	under	federal	CAA.	

The	2009	RAQS	relies	on	a	comprehensive	and	integrated	control	approach	aimed	at	achieving	8‐hour	ozone	
standard	based	on	implementation	of	additional	long‐term	measures.	 	These	reductions	are	expected	to	be	
achieved	 through	 implementation	 of	 new	 and	 advanced	 control	 technologies	 as	 well	 as	 improvement	 of	
existing	 control	 technologies.	 	 Control	 techniques	 requiring	 substantial	 levels	 of	 committed	 funding	 for	
implementation	would	also	fall	under	this	category	of	long‐term	emission	reductions.	

The	RAQS	and	the	SIP	do	not	address	impacts	from	sources	of	PM10	or	PM2.5,	although	the	SIP	does	include	
control	 measures	 (rules)	 to	 regulate	 stationary	 source	 emissions	 of	 those	 pollutants.	 	 The	 SDAPCD	 has	
developed	its	Measures	to	Reduce	Particulate	Matter	 in	San	Diego	County.23	 	These	measures	address	both	
directly	 emitted	 particulate	matter	 and	 emissions	 of	 precursors	 to	 particulate	matter,	 including	NOX,	 SOX,	
VOCs,	and	ammonia.	

The	 SDAPCD	only	 regulates	non‐mobile	 (stationary	 and	 some	area)	 sources,	 however,	 only	 the	 stationary	
and	area	source	control	measures	identified	in	the	RAQS	and	SIP	have	been	developed	by	the	SDAPCD	into	
regulations.	 	 These	 rules	 are	 developed	 to	 set	 limits	 on	 the	 amount	 of	 emissions	 from	 various	 types	 of	
sources	and/or	require	specific	emission	control	technologies.		Following	rule	adoption,	a	permit	system	is	
used	to	require	air	pollution	controls	on	new	and	modified	stationary	sources	and	to	ensure	compliance	with	
regulations	 by	 prescribing	 specific	 operating	 conditions,	 monitoring,	 recordkeeping,	 reporting,	 and	
emissions	testing.		Stationary	sources	are	inspected	by	the	SDAPCD	on	a	regular	basis	to	ensure	compliance	
with	all	emissions,	maintenance	and	operating	requirements.			

Rules and Regulations 

The	alternatives,	except	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	will	require	an	authority	to	construct	permit	from	
SDAPCD.	 	The	authority	of	 the	SDAPCD	to	grant	permits	 is	established	 in	Rule	20.	 	Applicable	New	Source	
Review	 requirements	 are	 contained	 in	 Rules	 20.1,	 20.2,	 20.3,	 and	 20.10.	 	 Rule	 20.1	 provides	 general	
provisions	related	to	Rule	20	and	includes	(applicable)	emission	calculation	procedures.		Rules	20.2	and	20.3	
provide	 specific	 requirements	 for	 non‐major	 and	major	 sources	 and	 include	 standards	 for	 BACT,	 Lowest	
Achievable	Emission	Rate	(LAER),	AQIA,	and	for	public	notification.	

Rules	20.2	and	20.3	establish	a	daily	emission	trigger	level	of	10	pounds	per	day	or	more	of	PM10,	NOX,	VOC	
or	 SOX	 for	 requiring	 BACT	 and	 LAER.	 	 Rules	 20.2	 and	 20.3	 identify	 “triggering”	 emission	 levels	 for	 both	
hourly	and	daily	periods	that	require	an	AQIA	for	a	proposed	source.		Area	fugitive	emissions	of	PM10	must	
be	analyzed	when	the	SDAPCD	determines,	on	a	case‐by‐case	basis,	that	the	analysis	is	necessary	in	order	to	
protect	public	health	and	welfare.			

Rule	20.3	requires	that	new	stationary	sources	that	emit	more	than	50	tons	per	year	of	either	NOX	or	VOC	
must	provide	emission	offsets	at	a	ratio	of	1.3	to	1	to	the	source’s	actual	emissions,	regardless	of	the	results	
of	 an	 AQIA.	 	 The	 offset	 requirement	 assures	 that	 all	 significant	 stationary	 sources	 of	 non‐attainment	

																																																													
23		 SDAPCD,	2005.	
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pollutants	will	be	completely	mitigated.	 	This	requirement	is	not	applicable	to	any	of	the	alternatives	since	
NOX	emissions	from	stationary	sources	would	not	exceed	50	tons	per	year.	

Rule	 50	 prohibits	 excess	 visible	 emissions,	 while	 Rules	 52,	 53,	 and	 54	 limit	 the	 allowable	 amount	 of	
particulate	matter	emitted	from	stacks.		Rule	55	minimizes	dust	released	from	soil	during	construction	and	
demolition	activities.		Rule	59,	“Control	of	Waste	Disposal	Site	Emissions,”	provides	specific	requirements	for	
landfills	 and	 has	 similar	 requirements	 to	 NSPS	 Subpart	 WWW,	 discussed	 above.	 	 The	 rule	 essentially	
requires	 that	 landfills	 be	 equipped	 with	 a	 gas	 control	 system,	 and	 that	 sampling	 probes	 be	 installed	 to	
determine	 whether	 underground	 off‐site	 gas	 migration	 could	 occur.	 	 The	 rule	 also	 describes	 specific	
compliance	testing,	recordkeeping	and	reporting	requirements	for	landfills.	

Rule	55,	“Fugitive	Dust	Control,”	requires	that	construction	activities	implement	the	following	measures	to	
reduce	PM10	and	PM2.5	emissions	in	the	County:			

1. No	person	shall	engage	in	construction	or	demolition	activity	in	a	manner	that	discharges	visible	
dust	emissions	into	the	atmosphere	beyond	the	property	line	for	a	period	or	periods	aggregating	
more	than	3	minutes	in	any	60	minute	period;	and		

2. Visible	roadway	dust	as	a	result	of	active	operations,	spillage	from	transport	trucks,	erosion,	or	
track‐out/carry‐out	shall	be	minimized	by	the	use	of	any	of	the	equally	effective	track‐out/carry‐
out	and	erosion	control	measures	including:		track‐out	grates	or	gravel	beds	at	each	egress	point;	
wheel‐washing	 at	 each	 egress	 during	muddy	 conditions;	 soil	 binders,	 chemical	 soil	 stabilizers,	
geotextiles,	mulching,	 or	 seeding;	 watering	 for	 dust	 control;	 and	 using	 secured	 tarps	 or	 cargo	
covering,	watering,	 or	 treating	 of	 transported	material	 for	 outbound	 transport	 trucks.	 Erosion	
control	measures	must	be	removed	at	 the	conclusion	of	each	work	day	when	active	operations	
cease,	or	every	24	hours	for	continuous	operations.		

Rule	 59.1,	 “Municipal	 Solid	Waste	 Landfills,”	 implements	 federal	 mandates	 to	 control	 air	 emissions	 from	
landfills	within	San	Diego	County.		Rule	59.1	incorporates	by	reference	many	of	the	detailed	requirements	of	
Subpart	WWW.		However,	this	rule	does	not	apply	to	any	new	MSW	landfill	subject	to	the	requirements	of	
NSPS	Subpart	WWW	(40	CFR	60.750)	and,	therefore,	the	rule	does	not	apply	to	the	alternatives.	

The	USEPA	has	not	established	ambient	air	quality	criteria	for	odors.	 	The	SDAPCD	has	adopted	a	nuisance	
rule	which	is	used	to	provide	protection	to	the	public	from	odors.		The	SDAPCD	Rule	51,	“Nuisance,”	which	is	
identical	to	the	State	Health	and	Safety	Code	Section	41700,	reads	as	follows:		“A	person	shall	not	discharge	
from	 any	 source	 whatsoever	 such	 quantities	 of	 air	 contaminants	 or	 other	 material	 which	 cause	 injury,	
detriment,	nuisance	or	annoyance	to	any	considerable	number	of	persons	or	to	the	public	or	which	endanger	
the	 comfort,	 repose,	 health,	 or	 safety	 of	 any	 such	persons	 or	 the	 public	 or	which	 cause	 or	 have	 a	 natural	
tendency	to	cause	injury	or	damage	to	business	or	property.	 	The	provisions	of	this	rule	shall	not	apply	to	
odors	emanating	from	agricultural	operations	necessary	for	the	growing	of	crops	or	the	raising	of	fowls	or	
animals.”	
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San Diego County General Plan 

The	 San	 Diego	 County	 General	 Plan,	 adopted	 in	 August	 2011,	 reflects	 an	 environmentally	 sustainable	
approach	 to	 planning	 that	 balances	 the	 need	 for	 adequate	 infrastructure,	 housing,	 and	 economic	 vitality,	
while	 maintaining	 and	 preserving	 each	 unique	 community	 within	 the	 County,	 agricultural	 areas,	 and	
extensive	 open	 space.	 	 A	 General	 Plan	 consistency	 analysis	 is	 provided	 in	 Section	 4.10	 Land	 Use	 and	
Planning,	of	this	EIS.			

South Coast Air Quality Management District  

The	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Quality	 Management	 District	 (SCAQMD)	 is	 the	 agency	 principally	 responsible	 for	
comprehensive	air	pollution	control	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin,	which	is	the	air	basin	located	directly	
to	the	north	of	the	SDAB.		To	that	end,	the	SCAQMD,	works	directly	with	the	Southern	California	Association	
of	Governments,	local	governments,	and	cooperates	actively	with	all	federal	and	state	government	agencies.		
The	 SCAQMD	 develops	 rules	 and	 regulations,	 establishes	 permitting	 requirements,	 inspects	 emissions	
sources,	and	enforces	such	measures	though	educational	programs	or	fines,	when	necessary.	

SCAQMD	is	directly	responsible	for	reducing	emissions	from	stationary	(area	and	point),	mobile,	and	natural	
sources.	 	 It	 has	 responded	 to	 this	 requirement	 by	 preparing	 a	 series	 of	 Air	 Quality	 Management	 Plans	
(AQMPs).		The	most	recent	of	these	was	adopted	by	the	Governing	Board	of	SCAQMD	on	June	1,	2007.		This	
AQMP,	referred	to	as	the	2007	AQMP,	was	prepared	to	comply	with	the	federal	and	state	Clean	Air	Acts	and	
amendments,	to	accommodate	growth,	to	reduce	the	high	pollutant	levels	in	the	basins,	to	meet	the	NAAQS	
and	CAAQS,	and	to	minimize	the	fiscal	impact	that	pollution	control	measures	have	on	the	local	economy.		It	
identifies	 the	 control	 measures	 that	 will	 be	 implemented	 to	 reduce	 major	 sources	 of	 pollutants.	 	 These	
planning	efforts	have	substantially	decreased	the	population’s	exposure	to	unhealthful	 levels	of	pollutants,	
even	 while	 substantial	 growth	 in	 population	 and	 vehicle	 miles	 traveled	 have	 occurred	 within	 its	
jurisdictional	boundaries.	

Greenhouse Gases 

SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

SANDAG’s	2050	RTP/SCS,	adopted	on	October	28,	2011	 is	 a	design	 for	 the	region’s	 transportation	system	
over	the	next	40	years.	 	The	2050	RTP	is	a	comprehensive	plan	that	coordinates	how	the	land	is	used	and	
how	people	will	get	around.		This	long‐range	Plan	is	built	on	a	set	of	integrated	public	policies,	strategies,	and	
investments	 to	maintain,	manage,	and	 improve	 the	 transportation	system	so	 it	meets	 the	diverse	mobility	
needs	 of	 our	 changing	 region	 through	 2050.	 	 The	 Plan’s	 vision	 for	 transportation	 supports	 the	 region’s	
comprehensive	strategy	to	promote	smarter,	more	sustainable	growth.	

To	 comply	 with	 SB	 375,	 the	 2050	 RTP	 must	 include	 a	 Sustainable	 Communities	 Strategy.	 	 This	 strategy	
guides	 the	 San	 Diego	 region	 toward	 meeting	 the	 state’s	 regional	 targets	 for	 reducing	 greenhouse	 gas	
emissions	 from	 cars	 and	 light	 trucks.	 	 The	 state’s	 targets	 for	 the	 San	 Diego	 region	 are	 a	 seven	 percent	
reduction,	per	 capita,	 in	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	 from	automobiles	 and	 light	 trucks	by	2020	 (compared	
with	 a	 2005	 baseline);	 and	 a	 13	 percent	 reduction	 by	 2035.	 	 These	 targets	 were	 set	 by	 the	 CARB	 on	
September	 23,	 2010.	 	 The	 2050	 RTP	 for	 the	 San	 Diego	 region	 would	 result	 in	 greenhouse	 gas	 emission	
reductions	that	exceed	the	state’s	targets	for	2020	and	meet	them	for	2035.		It	would	result	in	a	14	percent	
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reduction	in	emissions	by	2020,	and	a	13	percent	reduction	by	2035.		This	achievement	is	at	the	core	of	the	
Plan’s	vision	for	a	more	sustainable	region.		

SANDAG’s Climate Action Strategy 

In	 2010,	 SANDAG	 published	 a	 Climate	 Action	 Strategy	 (CAS)	 to	 address	 climate	 change.	 	 It	was	 prepared	
under	 a	 partnership	 with	 the	 California	 Energy	 Commission.24	 	 The	 CAS	 serves	 as	 a	 guide	 to	 help	
policymakers	address	climate	change	as	they	make	decisions	to	meet	the	needs	of	our	growing	population,	
maintain	and	enhance	our	quality	of	life,	and	promote	economic	stability.			

SANDAG,	local	governments	and	other	regional	entities	have	authority	and	influence	over	three	central	areas	
that	 lead	 to	 climate	 change:	 	 (1)	 land	 use	 patterns,	 transportation	 infrastructure,	 and	 related	 public	
investment;	(2)	building	construction	and	energy	use;	and	(3)	government	operations.		The	opportunity	and	
ability	 to	 reduce	 the	 three	 largest	 sources	 of	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	 in	 the	 region	 are	 in	 the	 following	
areas:	 	 on‐road	 transportation	 (i.e.,	 passenger	 vehicles,	 light‐,	 medium‐	 and	 heavy‐duty	 vehicles,	 and	
motorcycles),	 electricity	 generation,	 and	 natural	 gas	 end	 uses	 (e.g.,	 space	 heating,	 cooking,	 etc.).	 	 When	
combined,	these	three	sources	account	for	about	80	percent	of	emissions	in	the	San	Diego	region,	with	on‐
road	transportation	alone	responsible	for	about	46	percent	of	the	total.			

Within	 the	 three	 areas	mentioned	 above,	 goals,	 objectives,	 and	policy	measures	 are	 introduced	 to	 further	
describe	how	GHG	emissions	reductions	could	be	achieved.		The	CAS	goals	are	presented	below:	

 Goal	1:		Reduce	total	miles	of	vehicle	travel;	

 Goal	2:		Minimize	GHGs	when	vehicles	are	used;	

 Goal	3:		Promote	use	of	low	carbon	alternative	fuels;	

 Goal	4:		Protect	transportation	infrastructure	from	climate	change	impacts;	

 Goal	5:		Reduce	energy	use	in	residential	and	commercial	buildings;	

 Goal	6:		Increase	use	of	renewable	energy;	

 Goal	7:		Reduce	water‐related	energy	use	and	GHGs;	

 Goal	8:		Protect	energy	infrastructure	from	climate	change	impacts;	and	

 Goal	9:		SANDAG	and	local	governments	lead	by	example.	

County of San Diego Climate Action Plan 

The	County	of	San	Diego	adopted	their	Climate	Action	Plan	in	June	2012.		This	plan	addresses	the	issues	of	
growth	 and	 climate	 change	 to	make	 the	 County	 a	more	 attractive	 place	 to	 live	 through	 decreased	 traffic	
congestion,	 better	 air	 quality,	 more	 efficient	 use	 of	 energy	 and	 water,	 less	 solid	 waste	 generation,	 safer	
streets	for	pedestrians	and	cyclists,	more	local	amenities,	and	more	local	jobs.		The	Climate	Action	Plan	was	
designed	to	support	the	following	goals:	
																																																													
24		 SANDAG,	2010.	
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 Mitigate	the	 impacts	of	climate	change	by	achieving	meaningful	GHG	reductions	within	the	County,	
consistent	with	AB	32,	the	governor’s	Executive	Order	S‐3‐05,	and	CEQA	guidelines;	

 Allow	lead	agencies	to	adopt	a	plan	or	program	that	addresses	the	cumulative	impacts	of	a	project;	

 Provide	a	mechanism	that	subsequent	projects	may	use	as	a	means	to	address	GHG	impacts	under	
CEQA,	in	accordance	with	the	2011	statement	by	the	Attorney	General;	and	

 Comply	 with	 the	 County’s	 certified	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 (EIR)	 General	 Plan	 Update	
Mitigation	Measure	CC‐1.2,	Preparation	of	a	Climate	Action	Plan.	

San Diego County General Plan 

The	General	Plan	discusses	AB	32	Compliance,	by	reducing	GHG	emissions,	retaining	and	enhancing	natural	
areas,	improving	energy	efficiency,	reducing	waste,	recycling,	and	managing	water	use.		GHG	emissions	will	
be	 reduced	 primarily	 through	 minimizing	 vehicle	 trips	 and	 approving	 land	 use	 patterns	 that	 support	
increased	density	 in	 areas	where	 there	 is	 infrastructure	 to	 support	 it,	 increased	 opportunities	 for	 transit,	
pedestrians,	and	bicycles,	and	through	green	building	and	land	development	conservation	initiatives.			

County Green Building Incentive Program  

The	County	 has	 a	 Green	Building	 Incentive	 Program	 that	 is	 a	 voluntary	 program	 to	 promote	 energy‐	 and	
resource‐efficient	building	design.		Incentives,	in	the	form	of	fast‐track	plan	checking	and	fee	reductions,	are	
offered	to	developers	who	use	recycled	materials	in	construction,	install	irrigation	systems	using	greywater,	
build	 projects	 that	 exceed	 the	 energy	 efficiency	 standards	 of	 California’s	 Title	 24,	 or	 install	 photovoltaic	
electricity	generation	systems.	

4.3.1.4  Climate and Regulated Pollutants  

Air Quality 

Climate and Meteorological Conditions 

The	 climate	 of	 San	 Diego	 County	 is	 characterized	 by	 warm,	 dry	 summers	 and	 mild,	 wet	 winters	 and	 is	
dominated	by	a	semi‐permanent,	high‐pressure	cell	located	over	the	Pacific	Ocean.	 	This	high‐pressure	cell	
maintains	 clear	 skies	 for	much	 of	 the	 year.	 	 It	 also	 drives	 the	 dominant	 onshore	 circulation	 and	 helps	 to	
create	 two	 types	of	 temperature	 inversions,	 subsidence	and	 radiation,	 that	may	occasionally	contribute	 to	
local	 air	 quality	 degradation.	 	 Subsidence	 inversions	 occur	 during	 the	warmer	months,	 as	 descending	 air	
associated	 with	 the	 Pacific	 high‐pressure	 cell	 comes	 into	 contact	 with	 cool	 marine	 air.	 	 The	 boundary	
between	 the	 two	 layers	 of	 air	 represents	 a	 temperature	 inversion	 that	 can	 trap	 pollutants	 below	 it.		
Radiation	inversions	typically	develop	on	clear	winter	nights,	when	air	near	the	ground	cools	by	radiation,	
while	the	air	aloft	remains	relatively	warm.		This	phenomenon	can	result	in	a	ground‐level	inversion	that	can	
trap	pollutants	within	a	shallow	atmospheric	layer.			

Communities	in	the	transitional	zone,	where	the	alternative	sites	are	located,	may	experience	coastal	climate	
conditions	 for	 brief	 periods	 but	 normally	 have	 a	warm,	 dry	 climate.	 	 Daytime	 humidity	 is	 low.	 	 Summer	
temperatures	typically	average	between	the	low	60°s	and	low	80°s.		Winter	temperatures	range	between	the	
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low	40°s	 and	 low	60°s.	 	Table	4.3‐3,	Meteorological	Data	 for	San	Diego	County,	 shows	data	 collected	 from	
three	California	Irrigation	Management	Information	System	(CIMIS)	meteorological	stations	in	the	San	Diego	
area	between	 January	and	December	2011.	 	These	CIMIS	stations	are	overseen	by	 the	Office	of	Water	Use	
Efficiency,	California	Department	of	Water	Resources.			

Table 4.3‐3
 

Meteorological Data for San Diego County 

 

Station  Temperature (°F)  Relative Humidity (%)  Rain  Wind (mph) 

CIMIS Number  Name  Max  Min  Avg  Max  Min  Avg  (inches)  Max  Avg 

153	 Escondido	SPV	 76.5	 45.1	 59.5	 91	 40	 67	 8.84	 4.7	 4	

173	 Torrey	Pines	 63.8	 53.8	 58.6	 88	 64	 77	 1.04	 4.7	 3.9	
184	 San	Diego	II	 69.2	 52.9	 60.2	 92	 51	 71	 3.09	 4.2	 3.6	

   

Note: Period of Record:  January through December 2011; Max = maximum, Min = minimum, Avg = average 

Source:  CIMIS, 2011 

	

The	most	recently	published	SDAPCD	report	is	the	2009	Annual	Report,25	which	provides	information	on	the	
number	of	days	in	2009	exceeding	the	NAAQS	and	CAAQS	for	each	pollutant	at	each	monitoring	station	that	
the	 pollutant	 is	 measured,	 and	 the	 maximum	 ambient	 concentrations	 measured	 in	 2009.	 	 Air	 quality	 is	
commonly	described	by	the	number	of	days	that	air	pollution	levels	exceed	state	and	federal	standards.	

Recent	ambient	air	quality	data	can	be	found	on	the	CARB	website;26	the	most	recent	available	data	for	the	
years	2007	through	2011	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐4Error!	Reference	source	not	found.,	Summary	of	Ambient	
Air	Quality	Data	 (2007‐2011)	–	San	Diego	Air	Basin.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.3‐4Error!	 Reference	 source	 not	
found.,	there	were	exceedances	of	the	federal	and	state	O3,	PM2.5,	and	PM10	standards	over	the	last	5	years.	

Table	 4.3‐5,	 Estimated	 2008	 Regional	 Emissions	 Inventory	 –	 Annual	 Average	Daily	 Emissions	 Rates	 for	 All	
Sources	 in	 San	Diego	Air	Basin,	 presents	 the	 annual	 average	 daily	 emissions	 rates	 for	 the	 estimated	 2008	
regional	emissions	inventory	for	the	San	Diego	Air	Basin,	as	compiled	by	CARB.	

Sources of Air Pollutants 

Air	 pollutant	 emissions	 within	 the	 SDAB	 are	 generated	 from	 stationary,	 mobile,	 and	 natural	 sources.		
Stationary	sources	can	be	divided	into	two	major	subcategories:		point	and	area	sources.		Point	sources	occur	
at	an	identified	location	and	are	usually	associated	with	manufacturing	and	industry.		Examples	are	boilers	
or	combustion	equipment	that	produce	electricity	or	generate	heat.		Area	sources	are	widely	distributed	and	
produce	many	small	emissions.		Examples	of	area	sources	include	residential	and	commercial	water	heaters,	
painting	operations,	portable	generators,	lawn	mowers,	agricultural	fields,	landfills,	and	consumer	products	

																																																													
25		 SDAPCD,	2010.	
26		 CARB,	2011.	
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such	 as	 barbeque	 lighter	 fluid	 and	 hair	 spray.	 	 Construction	 activities	 that	 create	 fugitive	 dust	 such	 as	
excavation	and	grading	also	contribute	to	area	source	emissions.		Mobile	sources	refer	to	emissions	from	on‐	
and	off‐road	motor	vehicles,	 including	tailpipe	and	evaporative	emissions.	 	On‐road	sources	may	be	legally	
operated	on	roadways	and	highways.		Off‐road	sources	include	aircraft,	trains,	and	construction	equipment.		
Mobile	sources	account	for	the	majority	of	the	air	pollutant	emissions	within	the	air	basin.		Air	pollutants	can	
also	 be	 generated	 by	 the	 natural	 environment	 such	 as	when	 fine	 dust	 particles	 are	 pulled	 off	 the	 ground	
surface	and	suspended	in	the	air	during	high	winds.	

Table 4.3‐4 
 

Summary of Ambient Air Quality Data (2007‐2011) – San Diego Air Basin 
	

Pollutant Standards   2007  2008  2009  2010  2011 

Carbon	Monoxide	(CO)	

Maximum	concentration	(8‐hr,	ppm)	 5.18	 5.51	 3.24	 2.46	 2.44	
Number	of	days	state	standard	exceeded	(8‐hr)	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	
Number	of	days	national	standard	exceeded	(8‐hr)		 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	

Nitrogen	Dioxide	(NO2)	

Maximum	concentration	(1‐hr,	ppm)		 0.101	 0.123	 0.091	 0.091	 0.1	
Number	of	days	state	standard	exceeded	(1‐hr)	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	
Annual	Average	(ppm)		 0.015	 0.015	 0.016	 0.013	 0.013	

Ozone	(O3)	

Maximum	concentration	(1‐hr/8‐hr,	ppm)	 0.134/	
0.092	

0.139/	
0.109	

0.119/	
0.097	

0.107/	
0.088	

0.114/	
0.093	

Number	of	days	state	standard	exceeded	(1‐hr/8‐hr)	 21/50	 18/69	 			8/47		 7/21	 5/33	
Number	of	days	national	standard	exceeded	(1‐hr/8‐hr)		 1/27	 2/27	 0/24	 0/14	 0/10	

Particulate	Matter	(PM10)		

Maximum	concentration	(μg/m3)	 394	 158	 126	 108	 125	
Number	of	days	state	standard	exceeded	(1‐hr/8‐hr)	 27	 30	 25	 22	 23	
Number	of	days	national	standard	exceeded	(1‐hr/8‐hr)	 1	 1	 0	 0	 0	
Annual	average	(μg/m3)	 58.6	 56	 53.6	 46.6	 45.4	

Particulate	Matter	(PM2.5)		

Maximum	concentration	(μg/m3)	 126.2	 44	 78.4	 52.2	 69.8	
Number	of	days	national	standard	exceeded	 17	 5	 4	 2	 3	
Annual	average	(μg/m3)	 13.3	 14.9	 12.2	 10.8	 10.9	

   

ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 

Source:  CARB, 2011 
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As	 discussed	 above,	 to	 protect	 the	 public	 health	 and	 welfare,	 the	 federal	 and	 state	 governments	 have	
identified	five	criteria	air	pollutants,	a	host	of	air	toxics,	and	have	established	ambient	air	quality	standards	
through	 the	 federal	 CAA	 and	 the	 California	 Clean	 Air	 Act.	 	 The	 air	 pollutants	 for	which	 federal	 and	 state	
standards	have	been	promulgated	and	which	are	most	relevant	to	air	quality	planning	and	regulation	in	the	
air	basins	include	O3,	NO2,	CO,	suspended	particulate	matter	(PM10	and	PM2.5),	SO2,	and	lead.			

Air	pollutants	are	typically	classified	as	primary	or	secondary	pollutants.	 	CO,	NO2,	particulate	matter,	SO2,	
and	lead	are	considered	primary	pollutants	because	they	are	emitted	directly	into	the	atmosphere.		Ozone	is	
considered	a	secondary	pollutant	because	it	is	formed	through	a	photochemical	reaction	in	the	atmosphere	
with	VOCs	and	NOX	which,	in	the	presence	of	sunlight,	produces	O3.			

Both	 the	 federal	 and	 state	 governments	 have	 established	 ambient	 air	 quality	 standards	 for	 outdoor	
concentrations	of	 various	pollutants	 in	order	 to	protect	public	health.	 	The	national	 and	state	ambient	air	
quality	standards	have	been	set	at	levels	whose	concentrations	could	be	generally	harmful	to	human	health	
and	welfare	 and	 to	protect	 the	most	 sensitive	persons	 from	 illness	or	discomfort	with	a	margin	of	 safety.		
While	 ambient	 air	quality	 standards	have	been	developed	 specifically	 for	O3	 and	NOX,	 there	 is	 no	 state	or	
federal	ambient	air	quality	standard	for	VOCs.		VOCs	include	many	compounds	of	carbon,	excluding	carbon	
monoxide,	 carbon	dioxide,	 carbonic	 acid,	metallic	 carbides	or	 carbonates,	 ammonium	carbonate,	methane,	
among	others.		While	the	state	and	federal	entities	have	not	established	ambient	attainment	levels	for	VOCs,	
they	have	for	O3.		Because	VOCs	react	with	NOX	through	photochemical	reactions	to	form	ozone,	air	districts,	
including	SDAPCD,	have	provided	VOC	significance	thresholds	 for	project	 level	analysis	 in	order	 to	 further	
limit	the	levels	of	VOCs	available	in	the	atmosphere	that	can	be	converted	to	ozone.	

Regulated Criteria Air Pollutants 

The	regulated	pollutants	and	their	relevant	health	effects	are	discussed	below:	

Ozone:		a	gas	that	is	formed	when	VOCs,	which	can	also	be	referred	to	as	reactive	organic	gases	(ROG),	and	
NOX,	both	byproducts	of	 internal	combustion	engine	exhaust,	undergo	slow	photochemical	reactions	in	the	
presence	of	sunlight.		Meteorological	conditions	that	are	needed	to	produce	high	concentrations	of	ozone	are	
direct	sunshine,	early	morning	stagnation	in	source	areas,	high	ground	surface	temperatures,	strong	and	low	
morning	 inversions,	 greatly	 restricted	 vertical	 mixing	 during	 the	 day,	 and	 daytime	 subsidence	 that	

Table 4.3‐5
 

Estimated 2008 Regional Emissions Inventory –  
Annual Average Daily Emissions Rates for All Sources in San Diego Air Basin 

	

Air Basin 

Criteria Pollutant 

NOX 
tons/day 

PM10 
tons/day 

CO 
tons/day 

VOCs 
tons/day 

SO2 
tons/day 

San	Diego	 168.8	 113.9 822.2 156.1	 2.0
   

Source:  CARB, 2010 
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strengthens	 the	 inversion	 layer.	 	 Ozone	 concentrations	 are	 generally	 highest	 during	 the	 summer	months	
when	direct	sunlight,	light	wind,	and	warm	temperature	conditions	are	favorable.	

Individuals	 exercising	 outdoors,	 children,	 and	 people	 with	 preexisting	 lung	 disease,	 such	 as	 asthma	 and	
chronic	 pulmonary	 lung	 disease,	 are	 considered	 to	 be	 most	 susceptible	 to	 ozone	 effects.	 	 Short‐term	
exposure	(lasting	for	a	few	hours)	to	ozone	at	levels	typically	observed	in	Southern	California	can	result	in	
breathing	 pattern	 changes,	 reduction	 of	 breathing	 capacity,	 increased	 susceptibility	 to	 infections,	
inflammation	of	the	lung	tissue,	and	some	immunological	changes.		Elevated	ozone	levels	are	associated	with	
increased	 school	 absences.	 	 In	 recent	 years,	 a	 correlation	 between	 elevated	 ambient	 ozone	 levels	 and	
increases	in	daily	hospital	admission	rates,	as	well	as	mortality,	has	also	been	reported.		An	increased	risk	for	
asthma	has	been	found	in	children	who	participate	 in	multiple	sports	and	 live	 in	high	ozone	communities.		
Ozone	exposure	under	exercising	 conditions	 is	 known	 to	 increase	 the	 severity	of	 the	 responses	described	
above.		Animal	studies	suggest	that	exposure	to	a	combination	of	pollutants	that	includes	ozone	may	be	more	
toxic	 than	exposure	to	ozone	alone.	 	Although	 lung	volume	and	resistance	changes	observed	after	a	single	
exposure	diminish	with	repeated	exposures,	biochemical	and	cellular	changes	appear	to	persist,	which	can	
lead	to	subsequent	lung	structural	changes.	

Carbon	 Monoxide:	 	 a	 colorless,	 odorless	 gas	 produced	 by	 the	 incomplete	 combustion	 of	 fuels.	 	 CO	
concentrations	tend	to	be	the	highest	during	the	winter	morning,	with	little	to	no	wind,	when	surface‐based	
inversions	 trap	 the	 pollutant	 at	 ground	 levels.	 	 Because	 CO	 is	 emitted	 directly	 from	 internal	 combustion	
engines,	and	motor	vehicles	operating	at	slow	speeds	are	the	primary	source	of	CO	in	the	Basin,	the	highest	
ambient	CO	concentrations	are	generally	found	near	congested	transportation	corridors	and	intersections.	

Individuals	with	a	deficient	blood	supply	to	the	heart	are	the	most	susceptible	to	the	adverse	effects	of	CO	
exposure.	 	 The	 effects	 observed	 include	 earlier	 onset	 of	 chest	 pain	with	 exercise,	 and	 electrocardiograph	
changes	 indicative	 of	worsening	 oxygen	 supply	 to	 the	 heart.	 	 Inhaled	CO	has	 no	direct	 toxic	 effect	 on	 the	
lungs,	 but	 exerts	 its	 effect	 on	 tissues	 by	 interfering	with	 oxygen	 transport	 and	 competing	with	 oxygen	 to	
combine	 with	 hemoglobin	 present	 in	 the	 blood	 to	 form	 carboxyhemoglobin.	 	 Hence,	 conditions	 with	 an	
increased	demand	for	oxygen	supply	can	be	adversely	affected	by	exposure	to	CO.		Individuals	most	at	risk	
include	 fetuses,	 patients	 with	 diseases	 involving	 heart	 and	 blood	 vessels,	 and	 patients	 with	 chronic	
hypoxemia	 (oxygen	 deficiency)	 as	 seen	 at	 high	 altitudes.	 	 Reduction	 in	 birth	 weight	 and	 impaired	
neurobehavioral	development	have	been	observed	in	animals	chronically	exposed	to	CO,	resulting	in	COHb	
levels	 similar	 to	 those	 observed	 in	 smokers.	 	 Recent	 studies	 have	 found	 increased	 risks	 for	 adverse	 birth	
outcomes	with	exposure	to	elevated	CO	levels;	these	include	pre‐term	births	and	heart	abnormalities.	

Nitrogen	Dioxide:		a	reddish‐brown	gas	with	a	pungent	and	irritating	odor.		It	transforms	in	the	air	to	form	
gaseous	 nitric	 acid	 and	 toxic	 organic	 nitrates.	 	 NO2	 also	 plays	 a	major	 role	 in	 atmospheric	 reactions	 that	
produce	ground‐level	ozone,	a	major	component	of	smog.		It	is	also	a	precursor	to	nitrates,	which	contribute	
to	increased	respirable	particle	levels	in	the	atmosphere.	

Population‐based	 studies	 suggest	 that	 an	 increase	 in	 acute	 respiratory	 illness,	 including	 infections	 and	
respiratory	symptoms	in	children	(not	infants),	is	associated	with	long‐term	exposure	to	NO2	at	levels	found	
in	homes	with	gas	 stoves,	which	are	higher	 than	ambient	 levels	 found	 in	Southern	California.	 	 Increase	 in	
resistance	 to	 air	 flow	 and	 airway	 contraction	 is	 observed	 after	 short‐term	 exposure	 to	 NO2	 in	 healthy	
subjects.		Larger	decreases	in	lung	functions	are	observed	in	individuals	with	asthma	or	chronic	obstructive	
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pulmonary	 disease	 (e.g.,	 chronic	 bronchitis,	 emphysema)	 than	 in	 healthy	 individuals,	 indicating	 a	 greater	
susceptibility	of	these	sub‐groups.	 	 In	animals,	exposure	to	levels	of	NO2	considerably	higher	than	ambient	
concentrations	results	in	increased	susceptibility	to	infections,	possibly	due	to	the	observed	changes	in	cells	
involved	in	maintaining	immune	functions.		The	severity	of	lung	tissue	damage	associated	with	high	levels	of	
ozone	exposure	increases	when	animals	are	exposed	to	a	combination	of	ozone	and	NO2.	

Respirable	 Particulate	Matter	 and	 Fine	 Particulate	Matter:	 	 extremely	 small,	 suspended	 particles	 or	
droplets	 10	 microns	 and	 2.5	 microns	 or	 smaller	 in	 diameter	 respectively.	 	 Some	 sources	 of	 particulate	
matter,	like	pollen	and	windstorms,	are	naturally	occurring.		However,	in	populated	areas,	most	particulate	
matter	 is	 caused	 by	 road	 dust,	 diesel	 soot,	 combustion	 products,	 abrasion	 of	 tires	 and	 brakes,	 and	
construction	activities.	

A	 consistent	 correlation	between	 elevated	 ambient	 fine	 particulate	matter	 (PM10	 and	PM2.5)	 levels	 and	 an	
increase	in	mortality	rates,	respiratory	infections,	number	and	severity	of	asthma	attacks	and	the	number	of	
hospital	admissions	has	been	observed	in	different	parts	of	the	United	States	and	various	areas	around	the	
world.	 	 In	 recent	 years,	 some	 studies	 have	 reported	 an	 association	 between	 long‐term	 exposure	 to	 air	
pollution	 dominated	 by	 fine	 particles	 and	 increased	 mortality,	 reduction	 in	 life	 span,	 and	 an	 increased	
mortality	from	lung	cancer.		Daily	fluctuations	in	PM2.5	concentration	levels	have	also	been	related	to	hospital	
admissions	for	acute	respiratory	conditions	in	children,	to	school	and	kindergarten	absences,	to	a	decrease	
in	respiratory	lung	volumes	in	normal	children,	and	to	increased	medication	use	in	children	and	adults	with	
asthma.	 	 Recent	 studies	 show	 lung	 function	 growth	 in	 children	 is	 reduced	 with	 long‐term	 exposure	 to	
particulate	matter.		The	elderly,	people	with	pre‐existing	respiratory	or	cardiovascular	disease,	and	children	
appear	to	be	more	susceptible	to	the	effects	of	high	levels	of	PM10	and	PM2.5.	

Sulfur	dioxide:		a	colorless,	extremely	irritating	gas	or	liquid.		It	enters	the	atmosphere	as	a	pollutant	mainly	
as	 a	 result	 of	 burning	 high	 sulfur‐content	 fuel	 oils	 and	 coal,	 and	 from	 chemical	 processes	 occurring	 at	
chemical	 plants	 and	 refineries.	 	 Although	 sulfur	 dioxide	 concentrations	 have	 been	 reduced	 to	 levels	well	
below	state	and	national	standards,	 further	reductions	are	desirable	because	SO2	is	a	precursor	to	sulfates	
which	 can	 also	 affect	 human	 health.	 	 Sulfur	 dioxide	 converts	 rapidly	 to	 sulfates	 within	 California	 due	 to	
regional	meteorological	features.	 	Sulfates	are	a	particulate	formed	through	the	photochemical	oxidation	of	
SO2.	

A	 few	minutes	of	exposure	to	 low	 levels	of	SO2	can	result	 in	airway	constriction	 in	some	asthmatics,	all	of	
whom	are	 sensitive	 to	 its	 effects.	 	 In	asthmatics,	 increase	 in	 resistance	 to	 air	 flow,	as	well	 as	 reduction	 in	
breathing	 capacity	 leading	 to	 severe	 breathing	 difficulties,	 are	 observed	 after	 acute	 exposure	 to	 SO2.	 	 In	
contrast,	 healthy	 individuals	 do	 not	 exhibit	 similar	 acute	 responses	 even	 after	 exposure	 to	 higher	
concentrations	of	SO2.		Animal	studies	suggest	that	despite	SO2	being	a	respiratory	irritant,	it	does	not	cause	
substantial	 lung	 injury	 at	 ambient	 concentrations.	 	 However,	 very	 high	 levels	 of	 exposure	 can	 cause	 lung	
edema	(fluid	accumulation),	lung	tissue	damage,	and	sloughing	off	of	cells	lining	the	respiratory	tract.		Some	
population‐based	 studies	 indicate	 that	 the	 mortality	 and	 morbidity	 effects	 associated	 with	 fine	 particles	
show	a	similar	association	with	ambient	SO2	 levels.	 	 In	 these	studies,	efforts	 to	separate	 the	effects	of	 SO2	
from	 those	 of	 fine	 particles	 have	 not	 been	 successful.	 	 It	 is	 not	 clear	 whether	 the	 two	 pollutants	 act	
synergistically	 or	 one	 pollutant	 alone	 is	 the	 predominant	 factor.	 	 The	 effects	 of	 sulfate	 exposure	 at	 levels	
above	the	standard	include	the	aggravation	of	asthmatic	symptoms,	an	increased	risk	of	cardio‐pulmonary	
disease,	and	a	decrease	in	respiratory	function.			
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Lead:	a	heavy	metal	that	can	be	toxic	to	humans	that	occurs	in	the	atmosphere	as	particulate	matter.	 	The	
combustion	 of	 leaded	 gasoline	 is	 the	 primary	 source	 of	 airborne	 lead	 in	 the	 Basins.	 	 The	 use	 of	 leaded	
gasoline	is	no	longer	permitted	for	on‐road	motor	vehicles;	therefore,	most	lead	combustion	emissions	are	
currently	associated	with	off‐road	vehicles	such	as	racecars	and	some	jet	fuels.		Other	sources	of	lead	occur	
in	 the	 manufacturing	 and	 recycling	 of	 batteries,	 paint,	 ink,	 ceramics,	 ammunition,	 and	 secondary	 lead	
smelters.	

Fetuses,	infants,	and	children	are	more	sensitive	than	others	to	the	adverse	effects	of	exposure	to	lead	(Pb).		
Exposure	 to	 low	 levels	 of	 Pb	 can	 adversely	 affect	 the	 development	 and	 function	 of	 the	 central	 nervous	
system,	 leading	 to	 learning	 disorders,	 distractibility,	 inability	 to	 follow	 simple	 commands,	 and	 lower	
intelligence	 quotient.	 	 In	 adults,	 increased	 Pb	 levels	 are	 associated	 with	 increased	 blood	 pressure.	 	 Pb	
poisoning	can	cause	anemia,	lethargy,	seizures,	and	death;	although	it	appears	that	there	are	no	direct	effects	
of	Pb	on	the	respiratory	system.		Pb	can	be	stored	in	the	bone	from	early	age	environmental	exposure,	and	
elevated	 blood	 Pb	 levels	 can	 occur	 due	 to	 breakdown	 of	 bone	 tissue	 during	 pregnancy,	 hyperthyroidism	
(increased	 secretion	 of	 hormones	 from	 the	 thyroid	 gland)	 and	 osteoporosis	 (breakdown	 of	 bony	 tissue).		
Fetuses	and	breast‐fed	babies	can	be	exposed	to	higher	levels	of	Pb	because	of	previous	environmental	Pb	
exposure	of	their	mothers.	

Toxic	Air	Contaminants:	 	a	diverse	group	of	air	pollutants	that	can	affect	human	health,	but	have	not	had	
ambient	 air	 quality	 standards	 established	 for	 them.	 	 This	 is	 not	 because	 they	 are	 fundamentally	 different	
from	the	pollutants	discussed	above,	but	because	their	effects	tend	to	be	 local	rather	than	regional.	 	CARB	
has	 designated	 nearly	 200	 compounds	 as	 toxic	 air	 contaminants	 (TACs).	 	 Additionally,	 CARB	 has	
implemented	 control	 measures	 for	 a	 number	 of	 compounds	 that	 pose	 high	 risks	 and	 show	 potential	 for	
effective	control.		The	majority	of	the	estimated	health	risks	from	TACs	can	be	attributed	to	a	relatively	few	
compounds,	the	most	important	being	particulate	matter	from	diesel‐fueled	engines.	

Odors:	 	The	science	of	odor	as	a	health	concern	is	still	new.	 	Merely	identifying	the	hundreds	of	VOCs	that	
cause	offensive	odors	poses	a	big	challenge.		Odors	can	potentially	affect	human	health	in	several	ways.		First,	
odorant	compounds	can	irritate	the	eye,	nose,	and	throat,	which	can	reduce	respiratory	volume.		Second,	the	
VOCs	 that	 cause	odors	 can	 stimulate	 sensory	nerves	 to	 cause	neurochemical	 changes	 that	might	 influence	
health,	for	instance,	by	compromising	the	immune	system.		Finally,	unpleasant	odors	can	trigger	memories	
or	attitudes	linked	to	unpleasant	odors,	causing	cognitive	and	emotional	effects	such	as	stress.		The	science	
of	predicting	 the	potential	 for	odors	 to	adversely	affect	 residential	populations	 is	 relatively	new	and	odor	
assessment	is	very	complex.		With	the	information	currently	available,	it	is	not	possible	to	precisely	predict	
community	reaction	to	an	odor.		Given	the	variables	involved	in	such	a	prediction,	it	may	never	be	possible	to	
predict	community	reaction.	

Quality	and	intensity	are	two	properties	present	in	any	odor.		The	quality	of	an	odor	indicates	the	nature	of	
the	smell	experience.		For	instance,	if	we	describe	an	odor	as	flowery	or	sweet,	we	are	describing	the	quality	
of	the	odor.		Intensity	refers	to	the	strength	of	the	odor.		For	instance,	when	an	odor	is	described	as	strong,	
we	are	describing	the	intensity	of	the	odor.			

Odor	intensity	depends	in	a	complex	way	on	the	odorant	substance’s	concentration	in	an	air	sample.		When	
an	odorous	sample	is	progressively	diluted,	the	concentration	of	odorants	decreases.		As	this	occurs,	the	odor	
intensity	weakens	and	eventually	becomes	so	low	(as	the	result	of	the	progressive	dilution)	that	detection	or	
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recognition	of	the	odor	is	very	difficult.	At	some	point	of	dilution,	the	concentration	of	the	odorant	reaches	
the	“detection	threshold.”	 	An	odorant	concentration	below	the	detection	threshold	means	that	the	odor	is	
not	detectable	because	there	is	not	enough	of	the	substance	in	the	air	sample	to	be	detected	by	the	average	
human.			

The	odors	generated	by	solid	waste	are	attributable	to	both	the	inherent	odor	of	the	material	and	to	odors	
generated	 by	 decomposition.	 	 The	 decomposition	 of	waste	 can	 be	 either	 aerobic	 (presence	 of	 oxygen)	 or	
anaerobic	(absence	of	oxygen).		Odors	generated	by	each	of	these	mechanisms	are	discussed	below.	

Inherent	Odors:	 	 the	odors	a	material	has	when	new	or	 fresh.	 	For	example,	an	apple	when	 fresh	has	an	
inherent	odor	familiar	to	everyone.		If	the	apple	is	allowed	to	rot,	new	odors	become	evident	as	a	result	of	the	
decomposition	process.		The	inherent	odors	of	solid	waste	are	dependent	upon	the	materials	that	comprise	
the	waste	stream.		The	alternatives	would	handle	both	commercial/industrial	wastes	and	residential	wastes.		
Commercial	wastes	consist	primarily	of	paper	products,	metal	and	plastics.		These	materials	have	a	very	low	
inherent	odor	generation	potential.		Of	the	materials	found	in	residential	solid	waste,	food	and	yard	wastes	
have	the	highest	inherent	odor	characteristics.	

Odors	Generated	by	Aerobic	Decomposition:		As	decomposition	of	organic	material	progresses,	gases	are	
produced,	many	of	which	are	odorous.	 	Aerobic	decomposition	 indicates	bacterial	 and	other	action	 taking	
place	 in	 the	 presence	 of	 oxygen.	 	 In	 the	 aerobic	 cycle,	 organic	 matter	 (composed	 primarily	 of	 carbon,	
hydrogen,	 and	oxygen)	 is	digested	with	oxygen	by	a	microorganism,	producing	carbon	dioxide	and	water.		
Aerobic	decomposition	produces	gases	that	are	less	odorous	than	anaerobic	decomposition.		Under	aerobic	
decomposition,	 organics	 containing	 sulfur	 will	 be	 converted	 to	 sulfur	 dioxide.	 	 Similarly,	 compounds	
containing	 nitrogen	will	 be	 converted	 to	 some	 form	of	 oxide	 of	 nitrogen.	 	 The	majority	 of	 by‐products	 of	
aerobic	decomposition,	that	is	carbon	dioxide,	water,	and	oxides	of	nitrogen,	are	odorless.		However,	sulfur	
oxides	have	a	slight	odor	described	as	“sulfidy	and	pungent”.		Additional	odors	may	be	generated	by	partially	
decomposed	organic	material	that	volatilizes	or	evaporates.	

Odors	Generated	by	Anaerobic	Decomposition:		Anaerobic	decomposition	of	waste	material	occurs	under	
conditions	where	 there	 is	 a	 lack	 of	 free	 oxygen	molecules.	 	 This	 type	 of	 condition	 occurs	 once	 the	waste	
material	 is	 buried	 in	 the	 landfill.	 	 Although	 the	 buried	 organic	 material	 would	 initially	 undergo	 aerobic	
decomposition	(because	oxygen	is	present	with	the	waste	material),	the	oxygen	supply	in	the	waste	would	
be	 depleted	 after	 a	 short	 time.	 	 This	 oxygen	 depletion	 halts	 aerobic	 decomposition	 of	 the	 material	 and	
creates	 conditions	 suitable	 for	 anaerobic	 decomposition.	 	 Compacted	 solid	 waste	 will	 decompose	
anaerobically	because	most	of	the	air	is	mechanically	forced	from	the	waste.		Waste	in	the	center	of	a	solid	
waste	(or	compost)	pile	is	also	likely	to	decompose	anaerobically	because	the	oxygen	is	used	up	during	the	
initial	 aerobic	 decay	 process.	 	 Landfills	 are	 probably	 the	 largest	 common	 example	 of	 a	 set	 of	 conditions	
highly	conducive	 to	anaerobic	decomposition.	 	The	anaerobic	process	converts	organic	matter	 to	methane	
and	 carbon	 dioxide.	 	 Anaerobic	 decomposition	 produces	 gases	 that	 are	 considerably	 more	 odorous	 than	
aerobic	decomposition.		In	the	anaerobic	process,	nitrogen	contained	in	the	organic	waste	will	be	converted	
to	ammonia.		Ammonia	does	not	have	a	particularly	low	odor	threshold	and	is	not	a	primary	concern	in	odor	
potential	assessment	(the	lower	the	threshold	of	a	substance,	the	more	easily	its	odor	is	noticed).		The	sulfur	
in	 the	 organic	waste	will	 be	 converted	 to	 hydrogen	 sulfide,	which	 has	 a	 pungent	 odor	 often	 described	 as	
being	similar	to	rotten	eggs.			
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Greenhouse Gases 

Background 

The	 accumulation	 of	 GHGs	 in	 the	 atmosphere	 regulates	 the	 earth’s	 temperature.	 	 Without	 these	 natural	
GHGs,	the	earth’s	surface	would	be	about	61°F	cooler.27		However,	emissions	from	fossil	fuel	combustion	for	
activities	 such	 as	 electricity	 production	 and	 vehicular	 transportation	 have	 elevated	 the	 concentration	 of	
GHGs	 in	 the	 atmosphere	 above	 natural	 levels.	 	 According	 to	 the	 Intergovernmental	 Panel	 on	 Climate	
Change,28	the	atmospheric	concentration	of	CO2	in	2005	was	379	ppm	compared	to	the	pre‐industrial	levels	
of	280	ppm.		In	addition,	the	Fourth	U.S.	Climate	Action	Report	concluded,	in	assessing	current	trends,	that	
CO2	 emissions	 increased	 by	 20	 percent	 from	 1990	 to	 2004,	 while	 methane	 and	 nitrous	 oxide	 emissions	
decreased	by	10	percent	and	2	percent,	respectively.	

There	 appears	 to	be	a	 close	 relationship	between	 the	 increased	 concentration	of	GHGs	 in	 the	atmosphere	
and	global	 temperatures.	 	 Scientific	 evidence	 indicates	 a	 trend	of	 increasing	 global	 temperatures	near	 the	
earth’s	surface	over	the	past	century	due	to	increased	human‐induced	levels	of	GHGs.		In	fact,	eleven	of	the	
twelve	years	from	1995	to	2006,	rank	among	the	twelve	warmest	years	in	the	instrumental	record	of	global	
average	 surface	 temperature	 dating	 back	 to	 1850.29	 	 In	 addition,	 sea	 levels	 have	 risen	 on	 average	 1.8	
millimeters	per	year;	precipitation	patterns	throughout	the	world	have	shifted,	with	some	areas	becoming	
wetter	and	others	drier;	tropical	cyclone	activity	in	the	North	Atlantic	has	increased;	peak	runoff	timing	of	
many	glacial	 and	 snow	 fed	 rivers	has	 shifted	earlier;	 glaciers	 are	 shrinking,	 a	 lengthened	growing	 season,	
shifts	 in	 plant	 and	 animal	 ranges	 and	 earlier	 flowering	 of	 trees,	 as	 well	 as	 numerous	 other	 observed	
conditions.		Though	it	is	difficult	to	prove	a	definitive	cause	and	effect	relationship	between	global	warming	
and	 other	 observed	 changes	 to	 natural	 systems,	 there	 is	 high	 confidence	 in	 the	 scientific	 community	 that	
these	changes	are	a	direct	result	of	increased	global	temperatures.30	

The	 federal	 government	 and	 State	 of	 California	 recognize	 that	 anthropogenic	 (human‐caused)	 GHG	
emissions	are	contributing	to	changes	in	the	global	climate,	and	that	such	changes	are	having	and	will	have	
adverse	effects	on	the	environment,	 the	economy,	and	public	health.	 	These	are	cumulative	effects	of	past,	
present,	 and	 future	 actions	worldwide.	 	While	worldwide	 contributions	of	GHG	emissions	are	 expected	 to	
have	widespread	consequences,	it	is	not	possible	to	link	particular	changes	to	the	environment	of	California	
or	 elsewhere	 to	 GHG	 emitted	 from	 a	 particular	 source	 or	 location.	 	 Thus,	 when	 considering	 a	 project’s	
contribution	 to	 impacts	 from	climate	 change,	 it	 is	possible	 to	examine	 the	quantity	of	GHG	emissions	 that	
would	be	emitted	either	directly	from	project	sources	or	indirectly	from	other	sources,	such	as	production	of	
electricity	as	a	result	of	activities	or	land	use	development.		GHGs	trap	heat	in	the	atmosphere,	which	in	turn	
heats	 the	 surface	 of	 the	 Earth.	 	 Some	 GHGs	 occur	 naturally	 and	 are	 emitted	 to	 the	 atmosphere	 through	
natural	processes,	while	others	are	created	and	emitted	solely	through	human	activities,	primarily	through	

																																																													
27		 Association	of	Environmental	Professionals,	2007.	 	Recommendations	by	 the	Association	of	Environmental	Professionals	 (AEP)	on	

How	 to	 Analyze	 Greenhouse	 Gas	 Emissions	 and	 Global	 Climate	 Change	 in	 CEQA	 Documents.		
http://www.pcl.org/projects/2007symposium/proceedings/MCLE1‐Handout.pdf.	

28		 Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change,	2007.		Contribution	of	Working	Groups	I,	II	and	III	to	the	Fourth	Assessment	Report	of	
the	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change.	

29	 Ibid.		
30		 Ibid.	
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the	combustion	of	 fossil	 fuels.	 	The	State	of	California	has	been	at	 the	 forefront	of	developing	solutions	 to	
address	global	climate	change	and	reduce	anthropogenic	GHG	emissions.	

Regulated Greenhouse Gases 

Under	the	Clean	Air	Act,	 the	USEPA	regulates	the	following	six	defined	GHGs:	 	CO2,	methane	(CH4),	nitrous	
oxide	(N2O),	hydrofluorocarbons	(HFCs),	perfluorocarbons	(PFCs),	and	sulfur	hexafluoride	(SF6).	 	The	most	
common	GHG	 that	 results	 from	human	activity	 is	 carbon	dioxide,	 followed	by	methane	and	nitrous	oxide.		
Because	GHGs	have	variable	potencies,	the	unit	CO2e	is	used	to	report	their	combined	potency.		The	potency	
each	GHG	has	in	the	atmosphere	is	measured	as	a	combination	of	the	volume	of	its	emissions	and	its	global	
warming	potential	(GWP)	,31	and	is	expressed	as	a	function	of	the	potency	with	respect	to	the	same	mass	of	
CO2.		Methane,	for	example	has	a	GWP	of	21,	while	nitrous	oxide	has	a	GWP	of	310.		Thus,	by	multiplying	the	
amount	 in	 metric	 tons	 of	 each	 individual	 gas	 by	 their	 respective	 GWP,	 all	 GHGs	 can	 be	 reported	 in	 the	
common	unit	of	metric	tons32	of	CO2e	(MTCO2e).	

Greenhouse Gases Inventory 

Worldwide	 anthropogenic	 emissions	 of	 GHG	 were	 approximately	 40,000	 million	 metric	 tons	 of	 CO2e	
(MMTCO2e),	 including	ongoing	emissions	from	industrial	and	agricultural	sources,	but	excluding	emissions	
from	land	use	changes	(i.e.,	deforestation,	biomass	decay)	.33		CO2	emissions	from	fossil	fuel	use	accounts	for	
56.6	percent	of	the	total	emissions	of	49,000	MMTCO2e	(includes	land	use	changes)	and	all	CO2	emissions	are	
76.7	percent	of	the	total.		Methane	emissions	account	for	14.3	percent	and	N2O	emissions	for	7.9	percent.34		

Total	U.S.	greenhouse	gas	emissions	in	2010	were	6,822	million	metric	tons	CO2e	(MMTCO2e),	or	about	19	
percent	of	world‐wide	GHG	emissions.35		Overall,	total	U.S.	emissions	have	risen	by	10.5	percent	from	1990	to	
2010.		U.S.	emissions	decreased	by	about	2.9	percent	from	2007	to	2008,	due	in	large	part	to	the	record	high	
costs	 of	 fuels	 that	 occurred	 in	 2008.	 	 Additionally,	 electricity	 demand	 declined	 in	 2008	 in	 part	 due	 to	 a	
significant	 increase	 in	 the	 cost	 of	 fuels	 used	 to	 generate	 electricity.	 	 The	 primary	GHG	 emitted	 by	 human	
activities	in	the	U.S.	was	CO2,	representing	approximately	83.6	percent	of	total	GHG	emissions.36		The	largest	
source	of	 CO2,	 and	of	overall	GHG	emissions	was	 fossil	 fuel	 combustion.	 	Methane	 (CH4)	 emissions,	which	
have	 declined	 from	 1990	 levels,	 resulted	 primarily	 from	 enteric	 fermentation	 associated	 with	 domestic	
livestock,	decomposition	of	wastes	in	landfills,	and	natural	gas	systems.	 	Agricultural	soil	management	and	
mobile	source	fossil	fuel	combustion	were	the	major	sources	of	N2O	emissions.		The	emissions	of	substitutes	
for	ozone	depleting	substances	and	emissions	of	HFC‐23	(trifluoromethane	or	CHF3)	during	the	production	
of	 HCFC‐22	 (chlorodifluoromethane	 or	 CHClF2)	 were	 the	 primary	 contributors	 to	 aggregate	 HFC	

																																																													
31	 The	potential	of	a	gas	or	aerosol	to	trap	heat	in	the	atmosphere.	

32			 One	metric	ton	equals	1,000	kilograms	or	2,204	pounds.		One	‘short	ton’	is	2,000	pounds.	
33		 Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change,	2007.		Contribution	of	Working	Groups	I,	II	and	III	to	the	Fourth	Assessment	Report	of	

the	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change.	

34		 Carbon	dioxide	equivalent	(CO2e)	is	a	quantity	that	describes,	for	a	given	mixture	and	amount	of	GHGs,	the	amount	of	CO2	(usually	in	
metric	tons;	million	metric	tons	[megatonne]	=	MMTCO2E	=	terragram	[Tg]	CO2	Eq;	1,000	MMT	=	gigatonne)	that	would	have	the	
same	global	warming	potential	(GWP)	when	measured	over	a	specified	timescale	(generally,	100	years).	

35		 USEPA,	Inventory	of	U.S.	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	and	Sinks:	1990‐2010,	(2012).	
36		 Ibid.	
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(hydrofluorocarbon)	 emissions.	 	 Electrical	 transmission	 and	 distribution	 systems	 accounted	 for	 most	 SF6	
(sodium	 hexafluoride)	 emissions,	 while	 PFC	 (perfluorocarbons)	 emissions	 resulted	 from	 semiconductor	
manufacturing	and	as	a	by‐product	of	primary	aluminum	production.37	

California	is	the	second	largest	contributor	of	GHGs	in	the	U.S.	(Texas	is	number	one)	and	the	14th	largest	in	
the	world.38	 	CARB	compiles	GHG	inventories	for	the	State	of	California.	 	Based	on	the	2009	GHG	inventory	
data	(i.e.,	the	latest	year	for	which	data	are	available),		California	emitted	457	MMTCO2e	including	emissions	
resulting	 from	 imported	 electrical	 power	 in	 2009	 and	 409	MMTCO2e	 excluding	 emissions	 related	 to	
imported	power.39		Between	1990	and	2009,	the	population	of	California	grew	by	approximately	8.5	million	
(from	29.8	to	38.3	million).40		This	represents	an	increase	of	approximately	29	percent	from	1990	population	
levels.		In	addition,	the	California	economy,	measured	as	gross	state	product,	grew	from	$773	billion	in	1990	
to	$1.83	trillion	in	2009	representing	an	increase	of	approximately	137	percent	(over	twice	the	1990	gross	
state	product).41		Despite	the	population	and	economic	growth,	California’s	net	GHG	emissions	only	grew	by	
approximately	6	percent.		The	CEC	attributes	the	slow	rate	of	growth	to	the	success	of	California’s	renewable	
energy	programs	and	 its	 commitment	 to	clean	air	and	clean	energy.42	 	Table	4.3‐6,	State	of	California	GHG	
Emissions,	identifies	and	quantifies	statewide	anthropogenic	GHG	emissions	and	sinks	in	1990	and	2009	(the	
most	recent	year	in	which	data	is	available	from	CARB).		California	emissions	are	due	in	part	to	its	large	size	
and	 large	population.	 	By	contrast,	California	had	 the	 fifth	 lowest	CO2	emissions	per	capita	 from	fossil	 fuel	
combustion	 in	 the	 U.S.,	 due	 to	 the	 success	 of	 its	 energy	 efficiency	 and	 renewable	 energy	 programs	 and	
commitments	that	have	lowered	the	state’s	GHG	emissions	rate	of	growth	by	more	than	half	of	what	it	would	
have	been	otherwise.43		

In	2008,	the	University	of	San	Diego,	School	of	Law’s	Energy	Policy	Initiative	Center,	created	GHG	inventories	
for	San	Diego	County.		This	detailed	GHG	Inventory	takes	into	account	the	unique	characteristics	of	the	San	
Diego	 region	 in	 calculating	 emissions.44	 	 A	 summary	 of	 the	 various	 sectors	 that	 contributed	 to	 land	 use,	
including	electricity	and	waste,	stationary	source,	and	off‐road	mobile	source	GHG	emissions	are	provided	in	
Table	 4.3‐7,	 2010	 San	Diego	County	GHG	Emissions	 Inventory.	 	 The	 values	 exclude	 on‐road	 transportation	
estimates	as	they	are	described	separately	below.		Sectors	not	related	to	regional	land	use	are	also	excluded	
(e.g.,	civil	aviation).		Total	land	use	GHGs	in	San	Diego	County	in	2010	are	estimated	at	14.5	MMTCO2e.	

																																																													
37		 USEPA,	Inventory	of	U.S.	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	and	Sinks:	1990‐2010,	(2012).	
38		 California	 Air	 Resources	 Board,	 “California	 Greenhouse	 Gas	 2000‐2009	 Inventory	 by	 Scoping	 Plan	 Category	 ‐	 Summary,”	

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm.	2012.	
39		 California	 Air	 Resources	 Board,	 “California	 Greenhouse	 Gas	 2000‐2009	 Inventory	 by	 Scoping	 Plan	 Category	 ‐	 Summary,”	

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm.	2012.		Excludes	sinks	from	forests	and	rangelands.	
40		 US	Census	Bureau,	“Data	Finders,”	http://www.census.gov/.	2009;	California	Department	of	Finance,	“E‐5	Population	and	Housing	

Estimates	 for	 Cities,	 Counties	 and	 the	 State,	 2001‐2010,	 with	 2000	 Benchmark,”	
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e‐5/2001‐10/.	2010.	

41		 California	 Department	 of	 Finance,	 “Financial	 &	 Economic	 Data:	 Gross	 Domestic	 Product,	 California,”	
http://www.dof.ca.gov/HTML/FS_DATA/LatestEconData/FS_Misc.htm.	2012.	Amounts	are	based	on	current	dollars	as	of	the	date	of	
the	report	(June	2012).	

42		 California	Energy	Commission,	Inventory	of	California	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	and	Sinks	1990	to	2004,	(2006).	
43		 California	 Air	 Resources	 Board,	 “California	 Greenhouse	 Gas	 2000‐2009	 Inventory	 by	 Scoping	 Plan	 Category	 ‐	 Summary,”	

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm.	2012.	
44		 	Energy	 Policy	 Initiative	 Center,	 2011.	 	 San	 Diego	 County	 Greenhouse	 Gas	 Inventory.		

http://catcher.sandiego.edu/items/epic/GHGReportAllSections.pdf.pdf.	
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On‐road	mobile	 sources	were	 calculated	as	part	 of	 the	2050	RTP/SCS,	 SANDAG	calculated	GHG	emissions	
associated	 with	 existing	 on‐road	 transportation	 sources	 using	 CARB’s	 EMission	 FACtors	 2007	 (EMFAC)	
model.	 	Data	was	obtained	from	air	basins,	regional	transportation	agencies,	and	the	Department	of	Motor	
Vehicles’	 registration	data.	 	Vehicles	 in	 the	model	 include	 light‐,	medium‐,	and	heavy‐duty	vehicles;	buses;	
motorcycles;	 and	RVs.	 	The	USEPA	recommends	adjusting	 the	EMFAC	CO2	emissions	output	by	a	 factor	of	
1.05	to	account	for	additional	GHGs,	such	as	CH4	and	N2O,	which	are	also	output	by	vehicles.45		EMFAC	does	
not	include	emissions	from	rail.		Existing	on‐road	mobile	emissions	totaled	14.09	MMTCO2e	in	2010	for	the	
SANDAG.	 	 Emissions	 from	 rail,	 which	were	 estimated	 by	 the	 Energy	 Policy	 Initiative	 Center	 totaled	 0.22	
MMTCO2e.		Therefore,	total	transportation	related	emissions,	including	rail,	were	14.31	MMTCO2e	in	2010.	

Table 4.3‐6
 

State of California GHG Emissions 
	

Category 

Total 1990 
Emissions 
(MMTCO2e) 

percent of 
Total 1990 
Emissions 

Total 2009 
Emissions 
(MMTCO2e) 

 percent of 
Total 2009 
Emissions 

Transportation	 150.7	 35%	 172.9	 38%	

Electric	Power	 110.6	 26%	 103.6	 23%	

Commercial		 14.4	 3%	 14.3	 3%	

Residential	 29.7	 7%	 28.6	 6%	

Industrial	 103.0	 24%	 81.4	 18%	

Recycling	and	Wastea	 –	 –	 7.3	 2%	

High	GWP/Non‐Specifiedb	 1.3	 <1%	 16.3	 4%	

Agriculture	 23.4	 5%	 32.1	 7%	

Forestry	 0.2	 <1%	 0.2	 <1%	

Forestry	Sinks	 ‐6.7	 		 ‐3.8	 		

Net	Total	 426.6	 100%	 453.0	 100%	
   

a  Included in other categories for the 1990 emissions inventory. 
b  High GWP gases are not specifically called out in the 1990 emissions inventory. 

Source:  CARB, 2007, 2012 

 

Effects of Greenhouse Gases 

The	 scientific	 community’s	 understanding	 of	 the	 fundamental	 processes	 responsible	 for	 global	 climate	
change	has	 improved	over	 the	 past	 decade,	 and	 its	 predictive	 capabilities	 are	 advancing.	 	However,	 there	
remain	 significant	 scientific	 uncertainties,	 for	 example,	 in	 predictions	 of	 local	 effects	 of	 climate	 change,	
occurrence	 of	 extreme	 weather	 events,	 effects	 of	 aerosols,	 changes	 in	 clouds,	 shifts	 in	 the	 intensity	 and	
distribution	 of	 precipitation,	 and	 changes	 in	 oceanic	 circulation.	 	 Due	 to	 the	 enormous	 complexity	 of	 the	
Earth’s	 climate	 system,	 the	 uncertainty	 surrounding	 climate	 change	may	 never	 be	 completely	 eliminated.		
Because	of	these	uncertainties,	there	continues	to	be	significant	debate	over	which	increased	concentrations	

																																																													
45		 USEPA,	2005.	
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of	 GHGs	 are	 responsible	 for	 climate	 change,	 and	 over	 the	 appropriate	 actions	 to	 limit	 and/or	 respond	 to	
climate	change.		

The	 Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change	(IPCC),	 in	 its	Fourth	Assessment	Report,	stated	 that	“it	 is	
likely	 that	 there	 has	 been	 significant	 anthropogenic	 warming	 over	 the	 past	 50	 years.”46 	 However,	 it	 is	
impossible	 to	 identify	 a	 single	development	project	as	 the	 cause	of	 future	 specific	 climate	 change	 impacts	
due	to	the	global	nature	of	climate	change.	 	Also	 in	the	Fourth	Assessment	Report,	 the	IPCC	holds	that	the	
impacts	 of	 future	 climate	 change	 will	 vary	 across	 regions.	 	 While	 “large‐scale	 climate	 events	 have	 the	
potential	to	cause	very	large	impacts,”	the	impacts	of	future	climate	change	will	be	mixed	across	regions.		

According	 to	 the	CARB,	 some	of	 the	potential	 impacts	 in	California	of	 global	warming	may	 include	 loss	 in	
snow	pack,	sea	level	rise,	more	extreme	heat	days	per	year,	more	high	ozone	days,	more	large	forest	fires,	
and	more	 drought	 years.47	 	 Below	 is	 a	 summary	 of	 some	 of	 the	 potential	 effects,	 reported	 by	 an	 array	 of	
studies	that	could	be	experienced	in	California	as	a	result	of	global	warming	and	climate	change:	

Table 4.3‐7
 

2010 San Diego County GHG Emissions Inventory 
	

Sector  2010 MMTCO2e 

Electricity	 8.27	

Natural	Gas	End	Uses	 2.87	

Off‐road	Equipment	and	Vehicles	 1.37	

Waste	 0.58	

Agriculture	 0.05	

Sequestration	 ‐0.66	

Development	 0.18	

Wildfires	 0.28	

Other	 1.58	

Total	(MMTCO2e)	 14.52	

Land	Use	GHG	per	Capita	
(MTCo2e/person/year)	

4.51	

   

Source:   University  of  San Diego,  School  of  Law’s  Energy  Policy  Initiative 
Center, 2008 and San Diego Association of Governments 2050 RTP/SCS 
Draft EIR, 2011 

	

Air	 Quality:	 	 Higher	 temperatures,	 conducive	 to	 air	 pollution	 formation,	 could	 worsen	 air	 quality	 in	
California.	 	Climate	change	may	increase	the	concentration	of	ground‐level	ozone,	but	the	magnitude	of	the	
effect,	 and	 therefore,	 its	 indirect	 effects,	 are	 uncertain.	 	 If	 higher	 temperatures	 are	 accompanied	 by	 drier	
																																																													
46		 Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change,	Fourth	Assessment	Report,	Summary	for	Policy	Makers,	2007.	
47		 CARB,	2007.	
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conditions,	the	potential	for	large	wildfires	could	increase,	which,	in	turn,	would	further	worsen	air	quality.		
However,	 if	higher	temperatures	are	accompanied	by	wetter,	rather	than	drier	conditions,	the	rains	would	
tend	 to	 temporarily	 clear	 the	 air	 of	 particulate	 pollution	 and	 reduce	 the	 incidence	 of	 large	wildfires,	 thus	
ameliorating	 the	 pollution	 associated	 with	 wildfires.	 	 Additionally,	 severe	 heat	 accompanied	 by	 drier	
conditions	 and	 poor	 air	 quality	 could	 increase	 the	 number	 of	 heat‐related	 deaths,	 illnesses,	 and	 asthma	
attacks	throughout	the	state.48	

Water	Supply:	 	Uncertainty	remains	with	respect	to	the	overall	 impact	of	global	climate	change	on	future	
water	 supplies	 in	 California.	 Studies	 have	 found	 that,	 “Considerable	 uncertainty	 about	 precise	 impacts	 of	
climate	 change	 on	 California	 hydrology	 and	water	 resources	will	 remain	 until	we	 have	more	 precise	 and	
consistent	information	about	how	precipitation	patterns,	timing,	and	intensity	will	change.”49		The	California	
Department	of	Water	Resources50	report	on	climate	change	and	effects	on	the	State	Water	Project	(SWP),	the	
Central	Valley	Project,	and	 the	Sacramento‐San	 Joaquin	Delta,	 concludes	 that	 “[c]climate	change	will	 likely	
have	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	 California’s	 future	water	 resources	 [and]	 future	water	 demand,”	 but	 also	 that	
“much	 uncertainty	 about	 future	water	 demand	 [remains],	 especially	 [for]	 those	 aspects	 of	 future	 demand	
that	will	be	directly	affected	by	climate	change	and	warming.		While	climate	change	is	expected	to	continue	
through	at	 least	 the	end	of	 this	century,	 the	magnitude	and,	 in	some	cases,	 the	nature	of	 future	changes	 is	
uncertain.”51		Still,	changes	in	water	supply	are	expected	to	occur,	and	many	regional	studies	have	shown	that	
large	 changes	 in	 the	 reliability	 of	 water	 yields	 from	 reservoirs	 could	 result	 from	 only	 small	 changes	 in	
inflows.52		Section	4.16.1,	Water	Supply	of	this	EIS,	contains	a	more	detailed	discussion	of	the	effects	of	global	
climate	change	on	water	supply.	

Hydrology:	 	As	discussed	above,	 climate	 changes	 could	potentially	 affect:	 the	 amount	of	 snowfall,	 rainfall	
and	snow	pack;	the	intensity	and	frequency	of	storms;	flood	hydrographs	(flash	floods,	rain	or	snow	events,	
coincidental	high	 tide	and	high	runoff	events);	 sea	 level	 rise	and	coastal	 flooding;	coastal	erosion;	and	 the	
potential	 for	 salt	 water	 intrusion.	 	 Section	 4.14,	 Surface	 Hydrology	 of	 this	 EIS,	 contains	 a	 more	 detailed	
discussion	of	the	effects	of	global	climate	change	on	hydrology.	

4.3.2  METHODOLOGY FOR REVIEWING EFFECTS UNDER NEPA 

This	subsection	provides	the	evaluation	criteria	used	to	determine	the	effects	of	each	of	the	alternatives.		In	
addition,	 this	 subsection	describes	 the	methodology	used	 to	assess	 impacts	on	air	quality	and	greenhouse	
gas	emissions.	

																																																													
48		 California	 Energy	 Commission,	 February	 2006.	 	 Climate	 Action	 Team	 Proposed	 Early	 Actions	 To	 Mitigate	 Climate	 Change	 In	

California		http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/reports/2007‐04‐20_CAT_REPORT.PDF.	
49		 Kiparsky	 et	 al,.	 2003.	 	 Climate	 Change	 and	 California	 Water	 Resources:	 	 A	 Survey	 and	 Summary	 of	 the	 Literature.		

http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/docs/cwpu2009/0310final/v4c02a06_cwp2009.pdf.	
50		 California	Department	of	Water	Resources,	2006.		Progress	on	Incorporating	Climate	Change	into	Management	of	California’s	Water	

Resources.	
51		 Ibid.	
52		 Kiparsky	2003;	DWR	2005;	Cayan	2006,	Cayan,	D.,	et	al,	2006.		Scenarios	of	Climate	Change	in	California:		An	Overview.		
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4.3.2.1  Criteria for Assessing Effects  

Air Quality 

NEPA	regulations	do	not	provide	specific	air	quality	criteria	for	which	adverse	effects	would	occur.		Instead,	
the	USEPA	has	established	the	NAAQS,	which	are	the	maximum	allowable	ambient	concentration	of	criteria	
pollutants	to	protect	the	public	health	and	welfare.		The	USEPA	monitors	each	air	basin’s	attainment	of	those	
standards.		If	an	air	basin	is	not	in	attainment,	it	must	prepare	a	SIP	that	demonstrates	the	efforts	the	local	
air	regulatory	agency	is	taking	to	achieve	the	NAAQS.		Thus,	a	project	must	demonstrate	that	its	incremental	
increase	 in	emissions	does	not	violate	or	 jeopardize	 the	efforts	 to	meet	and	maintain	compliance	with	the	
applicable	NAAQS.		Specifically,	the	analysis	identifies	if	an	alternative	would	cause	a	violation	of	a	national	
ambient	 air	 quality	 standard	 anywhere	 that	 does	 not	 already	 exceed	 such	 standard;	 or	 cause	 additional	
violations	of	a	national	ambient	air	quality	 standard	anywhere	 the	standard	 is	already	being	exceeded;	or	
prevent	or	interfere	with	the	attainment	or	maintenance	of	any	NAAQS.	 	The	NAAQS	are	provided	in	Table	
4.3‐1.	

In	 order	 to	 demonstrate	 compliance	with	 the	 NAAQS,	 the	 SDAPCD	 has	 developed	 air	 quality	 criteria	 and	
guidelines	for	assessing	adverse	effects	and	has	adopted	dozens	of	emission	control	rules	applicable	to	new	
and	 existing	 sources.	 	 More	 specifically,	 the	 SDAPCD	 has	 established	mass	 emission	 limits,	 such	 as	 those	
found	in	Rule	20.2,	New	Source	Review,	Non‐Major	Stationary	Sources	(see	Table	4.3‐8),	which	determine	if	
an	affected	source	must	install	BACT	and	whether	the	operator	must	demonstrate	through	performance	of	
an	 AQIA	 that	 operation	 of	 the	 source	 will	 not	 cause	 or	 exacerbate	 a	 violation	 of	 the	 applicable	 NAAQS.		
Therefore,	 the	 air	 quality	 criteria	 discussed	 below	will	 be	 used	 as	 a	 first	 tier	 of	 criteria	 in	 this	 EIS.	 	 For	
purposes	 of	 analysis	 in	 this	 EIS	 an	 alternative	would	 have	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 on	 air	 quality	 if	 it	
would:	

1. Conflict	with	or	obstruct	implementation	of	the	San	Diego	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP;	

2. Result	in	emissions	that	would	violate	any	air	quality	standard	(NAAQS	and	AQIA)	or	contribute	
substantially	to	an	existing	or	projected	air	quality	violation;	

3. Result	in	a	cumulatively	considerable	net	increase	of	any	criteria	pollutant	for	which	the	project	
region	 is	non‐attainment	under	an	applicable	 federal	NAAQS	or	exceed	quantitative	 thresholds	
for	O3	precursors,	NOX	and	VOCs;	

4. Expose	sensitive	receptors	(including	but	not	limited	to	schools,	hospitals,	resident	care	facilities,	
or	day‐care	centers)	to	substantial	pollutant	concentrations;	

5. Create	objectionable	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	people;	or	

6. Create	potential	visibility	impacts	to	federal	Class	I	areas.	

The	County	of	San	Diego	Guidelines	 for	Determining	Significance	and	Report	Format	Requirements	 for	Air	
Quality	 provide	 methods	 and	 screening‐level	 thresholds	 (SLTs)	 for	 assessing	 the	 above.	 	 An	 affirmative	
response	 or	 confirmation	 is	 generally	 considered	 an	 adverse	 effect	 to	 air	 quality	 as	 a	 result	 of	 project	
implementation,	in	the	absence	of	scientific	evidence	to	the	contrary.	
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For	 criteria	1,	 to	determine	whether	an	alternative	would	conflict	with	or	obstruct	 implementation	of	 the	
RAQS	 and/or	 applicable	 portions	 of	 the	 SIP,	 it	 is	 compared	 to	 the	 growth	 projections	 anticipated	 by	 the	
applicable	general	plan.		An	alternative	consistent	with	the	growth	projections	would	be	consistent	with	the	
RAQS	and	SIP.			

To	determine	whether	an	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	that	would	violate	any	air	quality	standard	or	
contribute	 substantially	 to	 an	 existing	 or	 projected	 air	 quality	 violation	 (criteria	 2);	 or	 result	 in	 a	
cumulatively	considerable	net	increase	of	O3	precursors,	NOX	and	VOCs	(criteria	3),	emissions	are	evaluated	
based	 on	 the	 quantitative	 emission	 thresholds	 established	 by	 the	 SDAPCD.	 	 As	 part	 of	 its	 air	 quality	
permitting	process,	the	SDAPCD	has	established	thresholds	in	Rule	20.2	for	the	preparation	of	AQIAs.	 	The	
County	of	San	Diego	has	also	adopted	the	South	Coast	Air	Quality	Management	District	(SCAQMD)	screening	
threshold	of	55	pounds	per	day	or	10	tons	per	year	as	a	significance	threshold	for	PM2.5.	 	These	screening	
criteria	 can	 be	 used	 as	 numeric	 methods	 to	 demonstrate	 that	 an	 alternative’s	 total	 emissions	 would	 not	
result	in	an	adverse	effect	to	air	quality.		The	screening	level	thresholds	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐8,	Screening	
Level	Thresholds	for	Air	Quality	Impact	Analysis.		These	are	used	to	evaluate	impacts	under	the	state’s	CEQA	
environmental	review	regulation	and	will	be	used	for	this	document	because	they	are	the	same	as	or	more	
stringent	than	the	federal	requirements	(see	4.3‐1).			

In	the	event	that	an	alternative’s	incremental	emissions	exceed	the	AQIA	triggers	identified	in	Table	4.3‐8,	a	
refined	 pollutant‐specific	 analysis	 (dispersion	 modeling)	 will	 be	 required	 to	 determine	 significance	 in	
accordance	with	 the	 following	criteria:	 	 (1)	causes	a	violation	of	a	NAAQS	anywhere	 that	does	not	already	
exceed	such	standard;	(2)	causes	additional	violations	of	a	NAAQS	anywhere	the	standard	is	already	being	
exceeded;	 or	 (3)	 prevents	 or	 interferes	 with	 the	 attainment	 or	 maintenance	 of	 any	 national	 ambient	 air	
quality	standard.		Dispersion	modeling	has	been	conducted	to	determine	if	the	alternatives	result	in	ground‐
level	concentrations,	 including	background	levels,	 in	excess	of	the	NAAQS.	 	 If	an	alternative	results	 in	total	
(incremental	+	background)	pollutant	concentrations	which	exceed	NAAQS,	 it	would	result	 in	a	significant	
adverse	effect	and	mitigation	measures	are	required	to	reduce	emissions	to	the	extent	feasible.	

The	alternatives	would	reallocate	haul	trips	that	currently	transport	waste	generated	in	San	Diego	County	to	
landfills	 in	 Orange	 and	 Riverside	 Counties,	 which	 are	 a	 part	 of	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin.	 	 As	 such,	 the	
alternatives	would	result	in	changes	to	the	emissions	from	haul	trips	that	currently	occur	in	the	South	Coast	
Air	Basin.		To	determine	whether	an	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	that	would	violate	any	air	quality	
standard	or	contribute	substantially	 to	an	existing	or	projected	air	quality	violation	 in	 the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin	(criteria	2);	or	result	 in	a	cumulatively	considerable	net	 increase	of	nonattainment	pollutants	 in	 the	
South	Coast	 Air	Basin	 (criteria	 3),	 emissions	 are	 evaluated	based	 on	 the	 quantitative	 emission	 thresholds	
established	by	the	SCAQMD.		The	SCAQMD	thresholds	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐9,	SCAQMD	Thresholds	for	Air	
Quality	Impact	Analysis.	

For	criteria	4,	the	SDAPCD	has	determined	that	the	significance	criteria	for	cancer	health	risks	pursuant	to	
the	California	Air	Toxics	“Hotspots”	Assessment	Act	(AB	2588)	and	acute	and	chronic	non‐cancer	risks	are	as	
follows:	

 A	10	in	a	million	increase	in	the	chance	of	developing	cancer	(with	T‐BACT);	or	

 An	acute	or	chronic	non‐cancer	hazard	index	(HI)	of	1.0.	
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The	 alternatives,	 except	 for	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 create	 objectionable	
odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	people	(criteria	5).		The	CAA	does	not	specifically	regulate	odor	and	
neither	 the	USEPA	nor	 the	CARB	have	established	ambient	air	quality	criteria	 for	odors.	 	The	SDAPCD	has	
adopted	a	nuisance	rule	that	is	used	to	provide	protection	to	the	public	from	odors.	 	The	SDAPCD	Rule	51,	
Nuisance,	which	is	identical	to	the	State	Health	and	Safety	Code	Section	41700,	requires	that	emissions	shall	
not	“cause	injury,	detriment,	nuisance	or	annoyance	to	any	considerable	number	of	persons,”	which	includes	
odor.		Since	numeric	thresholds	are	not	available	to	address	odor	impacts,	the	significance	determination	is	
performed	qualitatively.		

Table 4.3‐8
 

Screening Level Thresholds for Air Quality Impact Analysis 
	

Pollutant  Total Emissions 

Construction	Emissions	

		 		 Pounds	per	Day	 		

Respirable	Particulate	Matter		(PM10)	 		 100	 		

Fine	Particulate	Matter	(PM2.5)	 		 55	 		

Oxides	of	Nitrogen	(NOX)	 		 250	 		

Oxides	of	Sulfur	(SOX)	 		 250	 		

Carbon	Monoxide	(CO)	 		 550	 		

Volatile	Organic	Compounds	(VOCs)	 		 75	 		

Operational	Emissions	

		 Pounds	per	Day	 Tons	per	Year	

Respirable	Particulate	Matter		(PM10)	 		 100	 15	

Fine	Particulate	Matter	(PM2.5)	 		 55	 10	

Oxides	of	Nitrogen	(NOX)	 	 250	 40	

Oxides	of	Sulfur	(SOX)	 	 250	 40	

Carbon	Monoxide	(CO)	 	 550	 100	

Lead	and	Lead	Compounds	 		 3.2	 0.6	

Volatile	Organic	Compounds	(VOCs)	 		 75	 13.7	

Toxic	Air	Contaminant	Emissions	

Excess	Cancer	Risk	
1	in	1	million	without	Toxics	Best	Available	Control	
Technology	(T‐BACT);	10	in	1	million	with	T‐BACT	

Non‐Cancer	Hazard	 1.0	
   

Source:  County of San Diego, 2007 

	

Landfill	gas	consists	primarily	of	methane	and	carbon	dioxide,	and	has	trace	amounts	of	organic	compounds.		
Some	of	these	organic	compounds,	such	as	mercaptans	and	sulfides,	contain	sulfur	and	are	known	to	have	
easily	detectable	odors.		Factors	that	will	be	considered	in	the	qualitative	assessment	include	the	noticeable	
odor	 threshold	 for	 sulfur	 compounds,	which	 is	 200	 ppb	 for	 hydrogen	 sulfide	 and	 27	ppb	 for	mercaptans.		
USEPA	has	studied	the	concentrations	of	methane	which	occur	at	the	surface	of	landfills	and	has	shown	these	
methane	concentrations	range	between	one	and	20	ppm.		In	the	anaerobic	process,	nitrogen	contained	in	the	
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organic	waste	will	be	converted	 to	ammonia,	which	has	an	odor	 threshold	of	46.8	ppm.	 	The	sulfur	 in	 the	
organic	waste	will	 be	 converted	 to	 hydrogen	 sulfide,	which	 has	 a	 pungent	 odor	 often	 described	 as	 being	
similar	to	rotten	eggs.	 	It	also	has	a	low	odor	threshold	of	0.00047	ppm.		Comparing	this	odor	threshold	to	
that	of	the	sulfur	dioxide	generated	by	aerobic	decomposition	(0.47	ppm)	reveals	why	the	anaerobic	process	
generates	 substantially	more	 odors.	 	 The	 threshold	 concentration	 for	 sulfur	 dioxide	 is	 1,000	 times	higher	
than	hydrogen	sulfide.	

Table 4.3‐9
 

SCAQMD Thresholds for Air Quality Impact Analysis 
	

Pollutant  Total Emissions 

Construction	Emissions
	 Pounds	per	Day	
Respirable	Particulate	Matter		(PM10)	 150
Fine	Particulate	Matter	(PM2.5)	 55
Oxides	of	Nitrogen	(NOX)	 100
Oxides	of	Sulfur	(SOX)	 150
Carbon	Monoxide	(CO)	 550
Volatile	Organic	Compounds	(VOCs)	 75

Operational	Emissions
	 Pounds	per	Day	
Respirable	Particulate	Matter		(PM10)	 150
Fine	Particulate	Matter	(PM2.5)	 55
Oxides	of	Nitrogen	(NOX)	 55
Oxides	of	Sulfur	(SOX)	 150
Carbon	Monoxide	(CO)	 550
Volatile	Organic	Compounds	(VOCs)	 55
   

Source:  SCAQMD, 2011 

	

For	criteria	6,	the	USEPA	regulatory	model,	VISCREEN,	provides	a	“Delta‐E	parameter,”	which	is	a	measure	of	
color	 and	 brightness	 changes	 that	 results	 from	 the	 presence	 of	 a	 pollutant	 plume,	 and	 a	 “plume	 contrast	
parameter,”	 which	 is	 an	 indication	 as	 to	 whether	 a	 plume	 would	 appear	 darker	 or	 lighter	 than	 the	
background.		The	screening	criteria	are	as	follows:	

 Greater	than	2.0	for	Delta‐E;	or		

 Greater	than	0.05	for	the	green	contrast.	

The	 predicted	 Delta‐E	 and	 contrast	 results	 in	 excess	 of	 these	 values	 for	 different	 assumed	 lines	 of	 sight	
relative	to	the	plume’s	trajectory	indicate	that	it	may	be	visible/perceptible	at	the	selected	vantage	point.	
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Greenhouse Gases 

As	discussed	previously,	the	CEQ	issued	its	Draft	NEPA	Guidance	on	Consideration	of	the	Effects	of	Climate	
Change	and	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions,	which	proposed	that	projects	analyzed	under	NEPA	should	consider	
potential	impacts	associated	with	GHG	emissions	and	climate	change.		According	to	CEQ,	if	a	proposed	action	
would	 be	 reasonably	 anticipated	 to	 cause	 direct	 emissions	 of	 25,000	 metric	 tons	 or	 more	 of	 CO2e	 GHG	
emissions	on	an	annual	basis,	agencies	should	consider	this	an	indicator	that	a	quantitative	and	qualitative	
assessment	may	be	meaningful	to	decision	makers	and	the	public.		However,	CEQ	does	not	propose	this	as	an	
indicator	of	a	threshold	of	significant	effects,	but	rather	as	an	indicator	of	a	minimum	level	of	GHG	emissions	
that	may	warrant	 some	 description	 in	 the	 appropriate	 NEPA	 analysis	 for	 agency	 actions	 involving	 direct	
emissions	of	GHGs.	

There	 are	 no	 science‐based	 GHG	 significance	 thresholds	 applicable	 to	 the	 alternatives	 that	 have	 been	
adopted	 by	 regulation	 by	 the	 federal	 government.	 	 Therefore,	 in	 compliance	 with	 NEPA	 implementing	
regulations,	the	anticipated	emissions	relative	to	the	NEPA	baseline	are	disclosed	for	the	alternatives	but	are	
not	be	evaluated	against	a	criteria	to	determine	significance.			

4.3.2.2  Methodology  

Air Quality 

The	alternatives,	including	facilities	construction,	landfill	operations	(including	processing	of	materials)	and	
landfill	gas	generation,	have	 the	potential	 to	adversely	affect	air	quality	 through	 the	generation	of	 fugitive	
dust,	odors,	and/or	criteria	and	 toxic	air	contaminants.	 	The	analysis	contained	 in	 this	section	 includes	an	
evaluation	 of	 potential	 air	 quality	 impacts	 due	 to	 each	 of	 these	 sources,	 as	 well	 the	 impacts	 of	 traffic	
generated	by	the	alternatives.		Finally,	the	findings	of	an	HRA	conducted	to	evaluate	potential	health	effects	
due	to	the	operation	of	the	alternatives	are	presented.			

Construction 

Initial	construction	of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	consist	of	 the	 following	major	activities:		
(1)	 construction	 of	 the	 access	 road,	 bridge	 and	 ancillary	 facilities;	 (2)	 improvements	 to	 SR	 76;	 (3)	 cell	
development	including	excavation	of	the	initial	landfill	cell	and	installation	of	the	associated	liner;	(4)	rock	
crushing	operations;	and	(5)	preparation	of	 the	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A.	 	Excavation	of	 the	 initial	 landfill	
cell	would	require	minimal	blasting.		The	initial	construction	period	would	be	approximately	9	to	12	months	
in	duration	and	would	occur	approximately	10	hours	per	day.		During	initial	construction,	it	is	estimated	that	
a	 maximum	 of	 10,000	 cubic	 yards	 (cy)	 would	 be	 excavated	 on	 a	 given	 day.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	would	have	a	gross	excavation	volume	of	approximately	7.9	million	cubic	yards	(mcy).53	

Periodic	 construction	 would	 be	 required	 to	 excavate	 and	 prepare	 the	 next	 cell	 and	 would	 occur	
simultaneously	with	the	landfill	operation.		During	periodic	construction,	material	would	be	excavated	from	
the	 footprint	 of	 the	 landfill	 using	 mobile	 equipment	 such	 as	 scrapers	 and	 loaders,	 with	 deeper	 deposits	
potentially	 requiring	 some	 drilling	 and	 blasting	 to	 loosen	 the	 material.	 	 Rock	 crushing	 would	 also	 occur	
during	periodic	construction.	
																																																													
53		 Geosyntec	Consultants,	Draft	Memorandum,	Off‐site	Alternatives	Evaluation,	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	January	2012.	
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Initial	 and	 periodic	 construction	 associated	with	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives	 would	 require	 similar	 activities,	
although	 improvements	 to	different	roadways	would	be	required	depending	on	 location.	 	The	Aspen	Road	
Alternative	 would	 require	 the	 construction	 of	 an	 access	 road	 from	 Rainbow	 Glen	 Road	 to	 the	 site.	 	 The	
Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 require	 the	 construction	 of	 an	 access	 road	 from	 Gopher	 Canyon	
Road	to	the	site.		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	require	the	construction	of	an	access	road	from	
Lawrence	Welk	Drive	to	the	site.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	require	the	construction	of	an	access	
road	 from	 Loop	 Road	 to	 the	 site.	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 not	 require	
construction	of	a	new	access	road	because	it	is	an	existing	landfill.	 	However,	improvements	to	the	existing	
SR	52/Mast	Boulevard	interchange	roadway	would	be	required.	

Pieces	of	equipment	assigned	to	initial	construction	were	conservatively	assumed	to	operate	the	entire	work	
day	and	would	also	be	available	for	the	additional	improvements.		As	an	example,	a	crane	used	for	unloading	
materials	for	initial	construction	could	also	be	used	for	unloading	equipment	and	materials	for	construction	
of	 the	double	composite	 liner	(Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative)	or	 liner	 (other	alternatives),	 the	 facilities	
necessary	 to	 use	 either	 recycled	 water	 or	 groundwater	 for	 the	 landfill,	 and	 the	 materials	 (such	 as	 plant	
stock)	needed	for	biological	mitigation.		Also,	the	double	composite	liner	would	largely	include	installation	of	
pre‐manufactured	materials	and	would	not	result	in	the	use	of	additional	equipment.	 	Thus,	the	analysis	of	
potential	air	pollutant	emissions	provided	for	the	initial	construction	period	reflects	a	conservative	estimate	
of	 construction	 equipment	 and	 is	 sufficient	 to	 account	 for	 the	 proposed	 improvements,	 including	 the	
installation	 of	 the	 improvements	 necessary	 for	 the	 receipt,	 storage	 and	 use	 of	 recycled	 water	 or	
groundwater.			

Construction	air	quality	emissions	for	off‐road	equipment	were	calculated	using	USEPA	emission	factors	for	
engines	meeting	the	Tier	2	standards	and	the	California	Emissions	Estimator	Model	(CalEEMod).		CalEEMod	
is	 a	 statewide	 land	 use	 emissions	 computer	model	which	 calculates	 criteria	 pollutant	 and	GHG	 emissions	
associated	with	 construction	 and	 operation	 from	 a	 variety	 of	 land	 use	 projects.	 	 Short‐term	 air	 pollutant	
emissions	would	result	from	construction	equipment,	excavation,	grading	and	paving	work,	demolition	and	
construction	 activities,	 and	 vehicles	 driving	 to	 and	 from	 the	 landfill	 for	 delivery	 of	 materials	 and	 by	
construction	workers.		Regional	emissions	during	construction	were	forecasted	by	assuming	a	conservative	
estimate	of	construction	and	applying	the	mobile‐source	and	fugitive	dust	emissions	factors	derived	from	the	
SDAPCD,	CARB,	and	USEPA.		Air	pollutant	emissions	of	VOC,	CO,	NOX,	SOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	were	estimated	for	
construction	of	the	alternatives.		Detailed	criteria	pollutant	emission	calculations	based	on	construction	are	
provided	in	Appendix	F.			

Operations 

The	two	broad	activities	associated	with	the	operation	of	the	alternatives	would	include	landfill	operations	
and	periodic	landfill	development.		Landfill	operations	would	consist	of	transport,	receipt	and	placement	of	
waste,	 transport	 of	 recycled	 water,	 application	 of	 daily	 cover,	 and	 the	 collection	 and	 destruction	 of	 LFG.		
After	 the	 initial	 startup	 of	 the	 operation,	 landfill	 development	 would	 include	 additional	 excavation,	
compaction	 of	 subgrade	 soils,	 and	 installation	 of	 a	 composite	 liner.	 	 All	 of	 the	 activities	 would	 generate	
exhaust	emissions	and	fugitive	dust	due	to	the	operation	of	vehicles	hauling	waste,	performing	construction	
tasks,	crushing	rock,	and	traveling	to	and	from	the	facilities.		
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Emissions	 associated	 with	 landfilling	 (excavating,	 daily	 cover,	 use	 of	 borrow/stockpile,	 etc.)	 and	 rock	
processing	 operations	 include	 heavy	 equipment	 emissions,	 vehicle	 exhaust	 emissions	 from	 trash	 trucks,	
employee,	and	public	 travel	 to	and	from	the	 landfill,	 fugitive	dust	generation	from	operations	at	 the	active	
face	 of	 the	 landfill,	 fugitive	 dust	 from	 vehicle	 travel	 on	 unpaved	 roads,	 rock	 processing,	 landfill	 gas,	 and	
combustion	of	collected	gas	by	the	flare.	

Operational	air	quality	emissions	for	off‐road	equipment	were	calculated	using	USEPA	emission	factors	for	
engines	 meeting	 the	 Tier	 2	 standards	 and	 CalEEMod.	 	 Operational	 air	 quality	 emissions	 for	 on‐road	
equipment,	 such	 as	 trucks,	 were	 calculated	 using	 emission	 factors	 from	 the	 EMFAC2011	 on‐road	 vehicle	
emissions	model.		EMFAC2011	is	the	most	recent	version	of	the	on‐road	vehicle	emissions	model	developed	
by	CARB.	 	Estimated	vehicle	miles	traveled	for	on‐road	trucks	are	based	on	the	technical	memorandum	by	
R3	Consulting	Group,	Analysis	of	 solid	waste	vehicle	 types	and	disposal	 facility	 trippage	 in	North	San	Diego	
County	 (July,	 2012),	which	 is	provided	 in	Appendix	F.	 	The	estimated	vehicle	miles	 traveled	 include	 those	
from	franchised	waste	haulers	as	well	as	self‐haul	customers.		In	order	to	ensure	that	the	maximum	potential	
air	quality	 impacts	of	 the	alternatives	would	be	addressed,	maximum	daily	and	annual	emission	estimates	
were	developed	 for	all	30	years	of	 landfill,	 including	rock	processing	operations,	with	 the	exception	of	 the	
Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	where	rock	processing	 is	an	existing	activity.	 	Peak	activity	 levels	
for	all	sources	were	assumed	in	estimating	maximum	daily	pollutant	emissions	for	the	alternatives.	 	These	
include	the	maximum	traffic	generation	scenario	developed	by	Linscott,	Law	&	Greenspan	Engineers	and	the	
peak‐year	 landfill	gas	generation	rate	calculated	based	upon	USEPA	AP‐42	 landfill	gas	emission	estimating	
methodology.	 	Dispersion	modeling	of	CO,	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	emissions	was	then	performed	to	estimate	
maximum	offsite	 pollutant	 concentrations	 in	 the	 air	 from	 emission	 sources	 attributed	 to	 the	 alternatives.		
Detailed	criteria	pollutant	emission	calculations	are	provided	in	Appendix	F.			

Local CO Hot Spot Analysis 

The	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 recommends	 that	 assessment	 methodologies	 for	 microscale	 CO	 impacts	 from	
project‐related	 traffic	 should	 follow	 the	 current	 guidance	 from	 the	 Transportation	 Project‐Level	 Carbon	
Monoxide	Protocol	(Protocol).54		Consistent	with	the	Protocol,	intersections	with	LOS	of	E	or	F	are	generally	
the	 most	 appropriate	 candidates	 for	 detailed	 analysis.	 	 Simulations	 were	 performed	 using	 the	 CALINE4	
model	 in	order	 to	demonstrate	 the	 incremental	 effect	of	 emissions	 from	worker	vehicles	and	 trucks.	 	The	
simulations	took	into	account	peak‐hour	traffic	volumes	to	assess	the	impact	of	alternative‐generated	traffic	
in	conjunction	with	traffic	generated	by	nearby	planned	projects.		

Health Risk Assessment 

A	HRA	 of	 toxic	 air	 contaminant	 emissions	 associated	with	 construction	 and	 operations	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	was	prepared	by	Kleinfelder	(2010)	as	part	of	the	applicant’s	permit	application	to	the	
SDAPCD.	 	 The	 HRA	 analyzed	 all	 potential	 toxic	 emissions	 from	 the	 landfill,	 and	 human	 exposure	 to	 the	
emissions,	including	fugitive	landfill	gas,	landfill	gas	flare	emissions,	and	potential	mineral	and	metal	content	
of	 particulate	 emissions	 associated	with	 handling	 native	 soils	 at	 the	 site	 during	 landfill	 operations	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 The	 analysis	 assumes	 a	maximum	 of	 5,000	 tons	 per	 day	 (tpd)	 of	 solid	
waste	 received.	 	 Sensitive	 receptor	 locations	 were	 determined	 based	 on	 field	 surveys.	 	 The	 HRA	 was	

																																																													
54		 County	of	San	Diego,	Draft	Air	Quality	Report	Guidelines,	August	18,	2000.	
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conducted	 using	 the	 latest	 version	 of	 the	 Hotspots	 Analysis	 and	 Reporting	 Program	 (HARP)	model.	 	 The	
complete	HRA	 is	 the	updated	Volume	VII	 of	 the	Authority	 to	Construct	permit	 application	 to	 the	 SDAPCD	
(2010)	and	is	provided	in	Appendix	F.		Supporting	calculations	are	on	file	with	the	USACE.	

The	HARP	model	was	run	with	the	settings	required	by	the	SDAPCD.		Specifically,	the	model	settings	include	
the	following:	

 Applied	 the	 most	 current	 pollutant	 and	 health	 database55	 for	 the	 recommended	 exposure	 limits	
(RELs)	and	cancer	risk	factors;	

 For	residential	exposure,	the	exposure	pathways	were	enabled	for	inhalation,	home	grown	produce	
(at	0.15	ingestion	fractions),	dermal	absorption,	soil	ingestion,	and	mother’s	milk;	

 There	is	no	still	water	bodies	near	the	site,	nor	any	meaningful	source	of	aquatic	food,	and	thus	the	
water	pathway	was	not	included	for	residential	or	worker	receptors;	

 For	worker	 exposure,	 the	 exposure	 pathways	were	 enabled	 for	 inhalation,	 dermal	 absorption	 and	
soil	ingestion;	

 Applied	a	Deposition	Rate	of	0.5	m/s;	

 Applied	 the	 “Derived	 (Adjusted)	 Cancer	 Risk”	 adjustment	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 Air	 Resources	
Board	Recommended	Interim	Risk	Management	Policy	for	Inhalation‐Based	Residential	Cancer	Risk,	
dated	October	9,	2003;	and	

 Applied	worker	 exposure	 adjustment	 factors	 to	 reflect	 the	operating	 schedule	 as	 24/11	hrs/day	 x	
7/6	 days	 per	week	 =	 2.545,	 except	 for	 the	 initial	 construction	where	 the	 operating	 schedule	was	
24/10	hrs/day	x	7/6	days	per	week	=	2.8.	

The	 HRAs	 for	 the	 alternatives	 used	 the	 same	 landfill	 design	 assumptions	 and	 model	 settings	 as	 the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 as	 described	 above.	 	 However,	 the	 earth	 moving	 was	 scaled	 for	 each	
alternative	 and	 receptors	were	placed	 to	 represent	 the	 local	 setting	 for	 each	 alternative.	 	 Site	 surveys	 for	
each	alternative	were	conducted	to	determine	the	locations	and	distance	of	the	nearest	sensitive	receptors	
relative	 to	 the	 sites.	 	 The	 HRAs	 include	 all	 stationary,	 mobile,	 and	 fugitive	 sources	 associated	 with	 the	
alternatives.		The	principal	elements	of	these	HRAs	are	as	follows:	

 Alternative‐related	 TAC	 emissions	 from	 all	 alternative	 sources	 (landfill	 gas,	 dust,	 and	
equipment/vehicle	exhaust);	

 Air	dispersion	modeling	in	support	of	risk	assessment;	

 Risk	 assessment	 quantification	 (incremental	 cancer	 risk	 and	 acute	 and	 chronic	 non‐cancer	 health	
risks);	and	

 Cancer	burden.	

																																																													
55		 California	Air	Resources	Board,	Hotspots	Analysis	and	Reporting	Program,	Database:	health.mdb,	February,	2009.	
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Alternative‐Related	TAC	Emissions:	 	 The	 principal	 sources	 for	 TAC	 emissions	 from	 the	 landfill	 include:		
fugitive	 landfill	gas	and	 flare	emissions;	dust‐related	emissions	due	 to	wind	erosion,	waste	placement	and	
covering,	 earth‐moving	 operations,	 rock	 crushing	 and	 tire	 shredding,	 and	 vehicle	 travel	 on	 paved	 and	
unpaved	 roads;	 and	 exhaust	 from	 in	 and	 out‐bound	 waste	 trucks,	 landfill	 equipment,	 and	 other	 on‐site	
vehicles.	 	For	evaluation	of	 carcinogenic,	 acute	and	chronic	 impacts,	 the	estimation	of	maximum	one‐hour	
and	annual	average	emissions	for	all	TAC	emission	sources	associated	with	the	proposed	landfill	was	used	to	
satisfy	the	HRA	requirement	in	SDAPCD	Rule	1200.		By	the	nature	of	landfill	operations,	the	locations	of	the	
equipment	 and	other	 sources	of	 TACs,	 except	 the	 flare,	would	 change	over	 the	operational	 lifetime	of	 the	
landfill,	as	would	the	magnitudes	of	the	associated	emissions.		Therefore,	emissions	were	calculated	for	peak	
activity	 years	 and	 the	 maximum	 one‐hour,	 daily,	 and	 annual	 average	 emissions	 were	 used	 as	 maximum	
project	 emissions.	 	 The	 peak	 activities	 that	were	modeled	 include	 activities	 related	 to	 initial	 construction	
year,	 initial	 operations	 with	 simultaneous	 construction	 of	 Phase	 II,	 interim	 operations,	 future	 interim	
operations,	final	operational	year,	and	the	closure	year	with	peak	landfill	gas	generation.	

SDAPCD	Rule	1200	requires	that	a	risk	assessment	in	support	of	an	Authority	to	Construct	Permit	be	based	
on	 the	maximum	potential	 to	 emit.	 	 However,	 the	maximum	 emission	 levels	would	 not	 necessarily	 occur	
during	 the	 same	 time	periods	 for	all	 sources	associated	with	 the	 landfill	or	 for	all	pollutants.	 	Landfill	 gas	
generation	 would	 initially	 be	 very	 small,	 but	 would	 increase	 throughout	 the	 period	 over	 which	 waste	 is	
accepted	and	thereafter	it	would	decrease.		The	rise	and	fall	of	emissions	from	the	flare	would	linearly	track	
the	 gas	 generation	 rate.	 	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 excavation	 activities	 during	 operation	 of	 the	 landfill,	 which	
causes	 the	 maximum	 dust	 and	 equipment	 exhaust	 emissions	 from	 the	 alternative,	 would	 occur	 during	
activities	 related	 to	 simultaneous	 landfill	 operations	 and	 periodic	 construction	 that	 would	 occur	 during	
several	years	throughout	the	lifetime	of	the	landfill.		Since	these	different	source	categories	would	generate	
different	sets	of	toxic	air	pollutant	emissions	at	different	times	and	in	different	locations	within	the	site	area,	
as	 previously	 discussed,	 risks	 from	 the	 sources	 have	 been	 evaluated	 in	 the	 HRA	 for	 the	 peak	 activities	
previously	discussed:	

 Initial	Construction	Year:		Initial	Phase	I	construction,	excavation	of	3.07	cy;	

 Initial	 Operations/Construction	 of	 Phase	 II:	 	 Initial	 Phase	 II	 construction,	 excavation	 of	 additional	
3.07	cy,	maximum	daily	and	average	annual	waste	of	approximately	3,200	tpd;	

 Interim	Operations:		Operation	and	last	year	of	excavation	for	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B;	

 Future	Interim	Operations:		Operation	with	soil	cover	from	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B,	last	year;	

 Final	Operational	Year:		Last	year	of	operation,	cover	from	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A;	and	

 Closure	Year:		Represents	final	closure	activities	(final	cover	from	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A)	and	the	
maximum	landfill	gas	emissions	based	on	the	SDAPCD	parameters	for	the	LANDGEM	model.	

TAC	Emissions	 in	Landfill	Gas:	 	 Landfill	 gas	 emission	 rates	 of	 TACs	 for	 the	 alternatives	were	 estimated	
using	 the	 guidance	 in	 Section	 2.4,	 Municipal	 Solid	 Waste	 Landfills,	 from	 USEPA’s	 AP‐42	 document56	 and	
SDAPCD	guidelines.		First,	the	uncontrolled	landfill	methane	generation	rate	was	calculated	for	each	year	of	
the	 facility’s	 lifetime	 based	 on	 the	 annual	 refuse	 acceptance	 rate.	 	 These	 calculations	 showed	 that	 gas	
production	 would	 reach	 its	 maximum	 during	 the	 final	 operational	 year	 of	 facility	 operations	 and	 would	
																																																													
56		 USEPA,	1995.	
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decline	 steadily	 thereafter	 as	 receipt	 of	 waste	 would	 be	 discontinued.	 	 SDAPCD	 and	 USEPA	 documents	
provide	 lists	 of	 toxic	 compounds	 that	 may	 be	 found	 in	 landfill	 gas	 and	 default	 concentrations	 for	 the	
individual	constituents.		USEPA’s	AP‐42	encourages	the	use	of	site‐specific	data	over	the	default	information	
when	available.		Estimates	of	the	emission	rates	of	individual	TACs	are	all	based	on	SDAPCD	provided	default	
concentrations	for	landfill	gas	in	San	Diego	County.	 	Although	 it	has	been	shown	by	numerous	studies	that	
the	default	acrylonitrile	concentrations	provided	in	the	USEPA	are	overly	conservative,	the	default	value	of	
6.33	ppm	was	used	as	part	of	 this	 analysis.57	 	 It	 is	 assumed	 that	all	 of	 the	gas	generated	by	 the	 landfill	 is	
either	 collected	 by	 the	 gas	 collection	 system	 or	 finds	 its	way	 to	 the	 atmosphere	 through	 cracks	 or	 other	
openings	in	the	landfill	surface;	a	gas	collection	efficiency	of	75	percent	was	assumed.		It	is	thus	assumed	that	
25	 percent	 of	 the	 generation	 rates	 for	 total	 landfill	 gas	 and	 of	 the	 individual	 toxic	 constituents	would	 be	
emitted	directly	from	the	landfill	surface.		The	remaining	gas	would	be	sent	to	the	flare,	where	the	assumed	
destruction	 efficiencies	 for	 this	 gas	 stream	 are	 99.2	 percent	 for	 non‐methane	 organic	 compounds	 and	 98	
percent	for	halogenated	organics.58			

TAC	Emissions	 in	Fugitive	Dust	and	Equipment	Exhaust:	 	 Sources	 of	 fugitive	 dust	 are	 associated	with	
operation	of	the	landfill	and	rock	processing.		It	is	assumed	that	toxic	compounds	contained	within	this	dust	
would	be	emitted	proportionately	to	their	individual	concentrations	in	the	soils	at	the	alternative	sites.		It	is	
expected	that	waste	hauling	and	employee	traffic,	as	well	as	landfill	equipment	activity,	would	be	relatively	
constant	 over	most	 of	 the	 facility’s	 operational	 lifetime.	 	 Most	 of	 the	 variability	 in	 dust	 emissions	 would	
result	 from	 increased	 or	 decreased	 excavation	 and	 stockpiling	 activity	 during	 different	 phases	 of	 the	
alternative.		Maximum	dust	emissions	would	occur	in	the	years	when	the	intensity	of	periodic	construction	
activities	reaches	maximum	levels.		Actual	activity	levels	would	most	likely	build	slowly	as	the	facility	begins	
operation.	 	Therefore,	 the	assumptions	used	are	conservative.	 	The	majority	of	 the	dust	generation	source	
categories	would	be	related	to	the	movement	of	on‐site	mobile	equipment,	 i.e.,	 truck	and	vehicle	 travel	on	
paved	 and	 unpaved	 roads,	 operation	 of	 heavy	 construction	 and	 excavation	 equipment	 in	 the	 areas	 being	
prepared,	 rock	crushing,	as	well	as	 landfilling	at	 the	operating	 face.	 	These	vehicles	and	equipment	would	
also	 produce	 exhaust	 emissions	 of	 criteria	 and	 TACs.	 	 The	 relative	 impacts	 of	 the	 alternative’s	 exhaust‐
related	emissions	of	TACs	at	different	 times	during	 the	 lifetime	of	 the	operational	 landfill	 are	 expected	 to	
closely	track	those	of	the	dust	generation	sources.		The	periods	of	maximum	dust	generation	and	equipment	
exhaust	 emissions	 correspond	 to	 the	 periodic	 construction	 activities	 occurring	 concurrently	 with	 waste	
handling	activity.		Maximum	concurrent	periodic	construction	and	operational	emissions	would	occur	during	
initial	operations	with	simultaneous	construction	of	Phase	II.			

Emissions	of	potentially	toxic	constituent	compounds	in	the	dust	generated	from	all	sources	were	estimated	
based	 on	 default	 concentrations	 of	 metals	 found	 in	 different	 particulate	 matter	 samples	 throughout	 San	
Diego	County,	as	reported	by	the	SDAPCD.	

CARB	and	USEPA	data	regarding	TAC	emissions	from	heavy	duty	diesel	engines	was	used	to	develop	the	TAC	
emissions	from	on‐site	mobile	sources.		Maximum	impact	daily	and	annual	criteria	pollutant	emissions	from	
sources	were	used	 as	 the	 basis	 for	 both	 the	 annual	 and	maximum	hourly	TAC	 emission	 scenarios	 for	 the	
selected	model	simulation	years.		For	the	maximum	hour	emission	calculations	all	sources	were	assumed	to	
be	 operating	 simultaneously.	 	 Both	 fugitive	 dust	 generation	 and	 equipment	 exhaust	 emissions	 involve	
																																																													
57  Patrick	S.	Sullivan,	Michael	S.	Michels,	The	Time	is	Now	For	Changes	to	the	AP‐42	Section	on	Landfills	(Uncited).	
58		 USEPA	AP‐42.	
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activities	 that	 can	 occur	 anywhere	within	 specified	 portions	 of	 the	 landfill	 site.	 	 Such	 activities	 are	most	
accurately	characterized	as	three‐dimensional	sources,	and	most	dust	and	exhaust	sources	were	represented	
as	volume	sources.	 	The	 initial	 vertical	dispersion	assumed	 for	 these	volume	sources	was	 four	meters	 (or	
about	13	feet).		Dust	emissions	due	to	wind	erosion,	construction	and	landfill	cover	operations	were	modeled	
as	volume	sources.	

Air	Dispersion	Modeling	 to	Support	Risk	Assessment:	 	 Dispersion	model	 simulations	with	 the	USEPA‐
approved	AMS/EPA	Regulatory	Model	(AERMOD)	were	used	to	normalize	pollutant	concentration	estimates	
due	 to	emission	sources	at	 the	proposed	 landfill	 for	each	alternative.	 	This	model	was	used	because	of	 its	
ability	to	simulate	dispersion	from	a	wide	variety	of	industrial	type	sources	(multiple	point,	area	and	volume	
sources)	 and	 its	 ability	 to	 account	 for	 the	 effects	 of	 terrain	 on	 plume	 transport	 and	 dispersion	 (for	 point	
sources).	 	Use	of	AERMOD	was	specifically	designed	to	support	the	USEPA’s	regulatory	modeling	programs	
and	is	also	consistent	with	USEPA	guidelines	for	HRAs.		The	AERMOD	simulations	for	landfill	gas	impact	and	
vehicle	related	TAC	emissions	were	made	with	unit	emission	rates	specified	for	each	source	(i.e.,	1.0	gram	
per	second	for	point	and	volume	sources,	1.0	grams	per	second	per	square	meter	for	area	sources).		Results	
of	these	analyses	were	then	scaled	using	the	CAPCOA	ACE2588	Health	Risk	Assessment	Model	to	determine	
the	 constituent	 concentrations.	 	 Most	 landfill	 operational	 sources,	 including	 waste	 hauling,	 landfill	
management,	 periodic	 construction,	 stockpiling	 and	 other	 equipment	 operation,	 would	 typically	 produce	
emissions	over	10	to	11	hours,	six	days	a	week	(the	landfill	would	operate	307	days	per	year).	 	Exceptions	
that	would	have	the	potential	to	cause	continuous	emissions	around	the	clock	on	all	days	include	landfill	gas	
and	flare	emissions	and	wind	erosion	on	exposed	 landfill	and	stockpile	surfaces.	 	The	AERMOD	dispersion	
model	allows	the	use	of	variable	emissions	for	such	sources.	 	For	the	model	simulations,	 the	time	variable	
sources	were	assigned	unit	emissions	for	hours	0700	to	1700	(from	7	am	to	6	pm	for	a	total	of	11	hours)	of	
each	day	and	zero	emissions	for	the	remaining	13	hours	(for	a	total	of	24	hours).		A	Cartesian	receptors	grid	
was	 used	 and	 receptor	 elevations	 were	 obtained	 directly	 from	 USGS	 7.5'	 topographic	 maps	 by	 a	 digital	
process.	 	 With	 the	 exception	 of	 the	 flare	 and	 baghouse	 exhaust,	 emission	 sources	 associated	 with	 the	
alternatives	were	represented	as	ground‐based	area	or	volume	sources.		For	these	non‐buoyant	plumes,	the	
maximum	off‐site	concentrations	 in	each	direction	would	occur	at	 the	nearest	downwind	receptor,	usually	
along	the	property	boundary.		The	AERMOD	modeling	was	run	for	the	same	meteorological	years	as	used	in	
the	criteria	pollutant	dispersion	analysis.		The	maximum	one‐hour,	24‐hour,	and	annual	concentrations	were	
used	in	the	HRA	to	determine	the	potential	for	significant	adverse	effects.	

Risk	 Quantification	 Methods:	 	 Cancer	 risk,	 and	 acute	 and	 chronic	 health	 impacts	 were	 determined	
consistent	 with	 guidance	 provided	 in	 the	 SDAPCD	 document	 Guidelines	 for	 Preparing	 Health	 Risk	
Assessments	in	Accordance	with	the	Requirements	of	Assembly	Bill	2588.		Subsequent	to	the	completion	of	
dispersion	 modeling,	 risk	 levels,	 and	 acute	 and	 chronic	 health	 indices	 were	 determined	 at	 each	 of	 the	
receptors	in	the	defined	receptor	grid	for	each	of	the	analysis	years.		However,	only	results	compiled	with	the	
1995	meteorological	data	set	are	presented,	as	this	year	was	determined	to	present	the	most	conservative	
year	of	 analysis.	 	As	discussed	earlier	 in	 this	 section,	health	 risk	 impacts	were	evaluated	 for	 the	 following	
peak	 activities:	 initial	 construction	 year,	 initial	 operations	 with	 simultaneous	 construction	 of	 Phase	 II,	
interim	operations,	future	interim	operations,	final	operational	year,	and	the	closure	year	with	peak	landfill	
gas	generation.		Toxic	emissions	were	estimated	for	these	years	and	were	based	on	estimates	of	construction	
and	operational	activity	 in	which	all	mobile	 source	equipment	were	assumed	 to	operate	 the	entire	day	of	
operation	 or	 construction	 throughout	 the	 entire	 year.	 	 This	 assumption	 is	 conservative,	 and,	 therefore,	
fugitive	dust	and	diesel	exhaust	emissions	are	overestimated.	
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Cancer	risk	is	based	on	an	adult	being	exposed	for	24	hours	per	day,	every	day,	over	a	70‐year	period.		The	
impact	for	each	operational	year	is	highly	variable	as	it	 is	a	function	of	operation	in	any	given	year.	 	As	an	
example,	the	initial	construction	year	and	initial	operational	year	with	simultaneous	construction	of	Phase	II		
would	contribute	to	potential	cancer	risk	for	only	those	years	that	the	activities	would	occur.		Therefore,	the	
potential	cancer	risk	was	adjusted	to	account	 for	the	variability	 in	construction,	operation,	and	 landfill	gas	
generation	rates.	 	The	risk	associated	with	alternative‐related	activity	 for	each	of	 the	operation	years	was	
analyzed	as	if	each	scenario	could	occur	over	the	entire	70‐year	exposure	duration.		This	scenario	would	not	
actually	occur	and	is	considered	to	be	a	conservative	assumption,	since	the	landfill	is	expected	to	have	a	23	
to	 30‐year	 life,	 depending	 on	 the	 alternative,	 and	 periodic	 construction	 would	 only	 occur	 approximately	
every	two	to	three	years	over	the	course	of	the	first	20	years	of	the	life	of	the	landfill.			

Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis 

The	 FHWA	 has	 developed	 a	 tiered	 approach	 for	 analyzing	 mobile	 source	 air	 toxics	 (MSATs)	 in	 NEPA	
documents,	depending	on	specific	circumstances.	 	The	FHWA	has	identified	three	levels	of	analysis:	 	(1)	no	
analysis	for	projects	with	no	potential	for	meaningful	MSAT	effects;	(2)	qualitative	analysis	for	projects	with	
low	 potential	 MSAT	 effects	 (design	 year	 traffic	 is	 projected	 to	 be	 less	 than	 140,000	 to	 150,000	 annual	
average	 daily	 traffic	 (AADT));	 or	 (3)	 quantitative	 analysis	 to	 differentiate	 projects	 with	 higher	 potential	
MSAT	 effects.	 	 For	 projects	warranting	MSAT	 analysis,	 the	 seven	 priority	MSAT	 should	 be	 analyzed.	 	 The	
seven	priority	MSATs	were	analyzed	for	the	alternatives.			

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 and	 the	other	 alternatives	were	determined	 to	 have	 a	 low	potential	
MSAT	 Effect.	 	 Therefore,	 a	 qualitative	 assessment	 of	 emissions	 projections	 should	 be	 conducted.	 	 This	
qualitative	 assessment	 compares	 the	 expected	 effect	 of	 the	 alternative	 on	 traffic	 volumes,	 vehicle	mix,	 or	
routing	of	 traffic	and	 the	associated	changes	 in	MSAT	 for	 the	alternatives,	based	on	vehicle	miles	 traveled	
(vmt),	vehicle	mix,	and	speed.		In	compliance	with	the	CEQ	regulations	40	CFR	1502.22(b),	the	MSAT	analysis	
includes	information	that	is	incomplete	or	unavailable	for	a	project	specific	MSAT	assessment,	which	focuses	
on	 how	 air	 toxics	 analysis	 is	 an	 emerging	 field	 and	 current	 scientific	 techniques,	 tools,	 and	 data	 are	 not	
sufficient	to	accurately	estimate	human	health	impacts	that	would	result	from	a	transportation	project	in	a	
way	 that	would	be	useful	 to	decision‐makers.	 	Nonetheless,	 the	 evaluation	of	 such	 impacts	 is	 based	upon	
theoretical	approaches,	research	methods,	and	models	generally	accepted	in	the	scientific	community.		Also	
in	 compliance	 with	 40	 CFR	 150.22(b),	 the	 analysis	 contains	 information	 regarding	 the	 health	 impacts	 of	
MSAT.		

Odors 

The	 analysis	 of	 odors	 is	 based	 on	 the	 potential	 to	 cause	 injury,	 detriment,	 nuisance	 or	 annoyance	 to	 any	
considerable	number	of	persons.		This	analysis	considers	various	factors	including	the	level	at	which	specific	
odorous	 emissions	 from	 the	 alternatives	would	 be	 considered	noticeable	 and	 the	 implementation	 of	 odor	
control	measures	required	by	the	SDAPCD	and	USEPA.	Landfill	gas	consists	primarily	of	methane	and	carbon	
dioxide,	 and	 has	 trace	 amounts	 of	 organic	 compounds.	 	 Some	 of	 these	 organic	 compounds,	 such	 as	
mercaptans	 and	 sulfides,	 contain	 sulfur	 and	 are	 known	 to	 have	 easily	 detectable	 odors.	 	 Each	 sulfur	
compound	 has	 a	minimum	detectable	 concentration,	 below	which	 no	 odor	 can	 be	 discerned.	 	 USEPA	 has	
extensively	studied	landfill	gas	compositions	throughout	the	United	States.		Typical	values	for	methane	and	
total	sulfur	compounds	are	shown	below:			
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 Methane	(50	percent)	=	500,000	ppm;	

 Sulfur	compounds	=	50	ppm;	and	

 The	ratio	of	sulfur	compounds	to	methane	is	one	to	10,000.	

USEPA	 has	 also	 studied	 the	 concentrations	 of	 methane	 which	 occur	 at	 the	 surface	 of	 landfills.	 	 USEPA	
monitoring	has	shown	these	methane	concentrations	range	between	one	and	20	ppm.		Assuming	the	highest	
concentration	 for	 surface	 level	methane	 occurs	 at	 the	 proposed	 landfill,	 the	 resulting	 concentration	 of	 all	
sulfur	 compounds	 released	 to	 the	 atmosphere	would	 be	 2	 ppb.	 	 The	 noticeable	 odor	 threshold	 for	 sulfur	
compounds	are	hydrogen	sulfide	200	ppb	and	mercaptans	27	ppb.		Thus,	the	maximum	concentration	of	any	
sulfur	 compound	 having	 an	 odor	 will	 remain	 at	 least	 one	 order	 of	 magnitude	 (ten‐fold)	 lower	 than	 the	
detectable	limit	by	the	human	nose.	

Odor	 control	measures	 applicable	 to	 the	 alternatives	 and	 required	 by	 the	 SDAPCD	 include	 the	 limiting	 of	
uncontrolled	 landfill	 gas	 emissions	 to	 the	 atmosphere	 and	 the	 collection	 and	 destruction	 of	 controlled	
landfill	 gas.	 	 As	 previously	 discussed,	 the	 SDAPCD	 and	 USEPA	 require	 the	 installation	 of	 a	 gas	 collection	
system	 pursuant	 to	 the	 requirements	 of	 NSPS	 Subpart	 WWW.59	 	 The	 potential	 for	 odors	 generated	 by	
alternatives	 at	 sensitive	 receptors	 in	 the	 vicinity	was	 assessed	qualitatively	 based	 on	 an	 analysis	 of	 these	
factors.	

Potential Visibility Impacts in the Agua Tibia Wilderness Area – Applicant’s Proposed Alternative  

The	only	federal	Class	I	in	San	Diego	County	is	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	at	the	extreme	northern	portion	of	
the	county.	 	A	screening	analysis	was	performed	by	PCR	Services	Corporation	to	evaluate	the	potential	 for	
plume	visibility	at	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	Area	due	to	pollutant	emissions	from	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative.	 	 Class	 I	 areas	 such	 as	 national	 parks	 and	 wilderness	 areas	 are	 afforded	 special	 visibility	
protection	designed	 to	prevent	 such	plume	visual	 impacts	 to	observers	within	a	Class	 I	 area.	 	 Specifically,	
USEPA’s	 VISCREEN	model	 was	 applied	 to	 assess	 the	 potential	 for	 the	 alternative’s	 emissions	 to	 create	 a	
visible	plume	within	or	adjacent	to	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	Area.		The	model	calculates	two	parameters	of	
an	emission	plume	that	govern	its	visibility:		(1)	the	plume’s	capacity	to	scatter	and	absorb	sufficient	light	so	
that	 the	 plume	 is	 darker	 or	 lighter	 than	 its	 viewing	 background;	 and	 (2)	 the	 amount	 of	 color	 contrast	
between	the	plume	and	its	viewing	background.	 	These	parameters	are	calculated	for	both	sky	and	terrain	
viewing	backgrounds.	

The	 specific	 plume	 parameters	 that	 are	 estimated	 by	 the	 VISCREEN	 model	 include	 the	 color	 difference	
parameter	 (Delta‐E)	 and	 the	 plume	 contrast	 for	 three	 different	 light	 wavelengths	 (0.4,	 0.55,	 and	 0.7	
millimeters	 [mm])	against	a	 sky	and	 terrain	viewing	background.	 	Effects	on	atmospheric	discoloration	or	
contrast	 can	 arise	 from	 the	 scattering	 and	 absorption	 of	 light	 by	 the	 particulate	 matter	 in	 the	 plume	 in	
question	and	the	absorption	by	the	plume	NOX.		The	“Delta‐E	parameter”	is	a	measure	of	color	and	brightness	
changes	 that	 results	 from	 the	 presence	 of	 a	 pollutant	 plume,	while	 the	 “plume	 contrast	 parameter”	 is	 an	
indication	 as	 to	whether	 the	 plume	would	 appear	 darker	 or	 lighter	 than	 the	 background.	 	 The	 screening	
criteria	 for	 these	parameters	are	>2.0	 for	Delta‐E	and	>0.05	 for	 the	green	contrast.	 	Predicted	Delta‐E	and	

																																																													
59		 40	CFR	60.750	–	40	CFR	60.759.	
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contrast	results	in	excess	of	these	values	for	different	assumed	lines	of	sight	relative	to	the	plume’s	trajectory	
indicate	that	it	may	be	visible/perceptible	at	the	selected	vantage	point.	

The	 vantage	 point	 assumed	 was	 the	 nearest	 point	 of	 the	 Agua	 Tibia	 Wilderness	 boundary	 facing	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site	boundary.		This	point	is	about	nine	kilometers	northeast	of	the	site.		If	
the	 effects	 of	 the	 alternative’s	 emissions	 on	 plume	 color	 differential	 and	 light	 extinction/contrast	 are	
predicted	by	the	model	to	be	below	the	screening	level	criteria	specified	in	the	VISCREEN	user’s	manual,	no	
further	analysis	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative’s	visibility	 impacts	at	the	selected	vantage	point	 is	
warranted.		If	the	screening	criteria	are	exceeded,	then	a	second	tier	plume	visibility	analysis	using	a	more	
complex	model	is	generally	required.	

The	VISCREEN	model	performs	four	tests	for	the	selected	vantage	point.		The	first	two	tests	are	for	within‐
area	views	and	refer	to	visual	impacts	caused	by	plume	parcels	located	inside	the	boundaries	of	the	Class	I	
area.	 	The	 last	 two	 tests	are	performed	 in	order	 to	assure	protection	of	 integral	vistas	and	refer	 to	plume	
parcels	located	outside	the	boundaries	of	the	Class	I	area.		An	integral	vista	is	a	view	from	a	location	inside	a	
Class	I	area	of	landscape	features	located	outside	the	boundaries	of	the	Class	I	area.		

Greenhouse Gases 

The	 alternatives,	 including	 construction,	 landfill	 operations,	 rock	 processing,	 and	 landfill	 gas	 generation	
would	generate	GHG	emissions.		The	analysis	includes	an	evaluation	of	potential	GHG	emission	levels	due	to	
these	sources.			

Construction 

Construction	GHG	emissions	for	the	alternatives	were	calculated	using	emission	factors	from	CalEEMod.		The	
GHG	 emissions	 were	 based	 on	 the	 construction	 assumptions	 used	 in	 the	 criteria	 pollutant	 analysis	 to	
generate	GHG	emissions	values	for	the	construction	year	assessed.		CalEEMod	outputs	report	CO2,	CH4,	and	
N2O	 emissions.	 	 In	 CalEEMod,	 values	 are	 derived	 from	 factors	 published	 in	 the	 2006	 IPCC	 Guidelines	 for	
National	Greenhouse	Gas	Inventories.		These	values	are	then	converted	to	metric	tons	for	consistency.		The	
CO2e	 values	 are	 calculated	 for	 the	 entire	 construction	 period	 as	 well	 as	 existing	 and	 future	 build‐out	
conditions	 for	 the	alternatives	 in	order	 to	generate	a	net	change	 in	GHG	emissions	 for	 initial	construction.		
Emission	 factors	 from	 the	USEPA	AP‐42,	Chapter	13.3,	Explosives	Detonation,	were	used	 to	 estimate	GHG	
emissions	from	blasting.	

Operation 

Operational	 GHG	 emissions	 were	 calculated	 using	 CalEEMod	 and	 EMFAC2011.	 	 EMFAC2011	 is	 the	 most	
recent	version	of	the	on‐road	vehicle	emissions	model	developed	by	CARB.		Estimated	vehicle	miles	traveled	
for	on‐road	trucks	are	based	on	the	technical	memorandum	report	by	R3	Consulting	Group,	Analysis	of	solid	
waste	vehicle	types	and	disposal	facility	trippage	in	North	San	Diego	County,	which	is	provided	in	Appendix	F.		
The	two	broad	activities	associated	with	the	operation	of	the	alternatives	would	include	landfill	operations	
and	 periodic	 landfill	 development.	 	 All	 of	 the	 activities	 would	 generate	 exhaust	 emissions	 due	 to	 the	
operation	of	vehicles	hauling	waste,	performing	construction	tasks,	and	traveling	to	and	from	the	facilities.		
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To	estimate	 landfill	gas	emissions	 from	the	alternatives,	 the	USEPA	AP‐42	 landfill	gas	emission	estimating	
methodology	have	been	 followed.	 	Flare	emissions	 include	 (1)	uncombusted	methane	 that	passes	 through	
the	flare	(estimated	at	 less	than	2	percent)	and	(2)	CO2	that	results	from	the	combustion	of	methane	(2.75	
tons	of	CO2	are	emitted	for	each	ton	of	methane	combusted).	

Annual	GHG	emissions	resulting	from	worker	vehicles,	waste	collection	trucks,	diesel	equipment,	electrical,	
natural	gas	usage,	and	landfill	gas	emissions	associated	with	operation	were	calculated	for	the	alternatives.		
Similar	to	the	construction	GHG	calculations	described	above,	operational	output	values	used	in	this	analysis	
are	 adjusted	 to	 represent	 a	 CO2e	 value	 representative	 of	 CO2,	 CH4,	 and	 N2O	 emissions	 from	 operational	
activities.		These	emissions	are	presented	for	informational	purposes.			

4.3.3  APPLICANT’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 

4.3.3.1  Affected Environment  

Existing Regional Air Quality 

The	rainy	season	at	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site	extends	from	October	through	April	with	the	
most	significant	rain	events	occurring	December	through	March.	 	Rainfall	amounts	within	Gregory	Canyon	
are	expected	 to	vary,	given	 the	 increase	 in	elevation	 from	the	north	 to	 the	south.	 	Average	annual	 rainfall	
within	Gregory	Canyon	is	expected	to	be	in	the	range	of	17.5	to	25.27	inches.60	

Predominant	winds	in	the	area	are	from	the	west	with	an	annual	mean	speed	of	6.60	miles	per	hour.		Winds	
from	the	southwest	and	west‐northwest	are	also	common.		Weather	data	is	recorded	at	the	Ramona	Airport,	
approximately	25	miles	 southeast	of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site.	 	Locally,	 the	airflow	within	
Gregory	 Canyon	 results	 from	 a	 combination	 of	 regional	wind	 patterns,	 subregional	 land/sea	 breezes	 and	
local	up‐canyon/downcanyon	 flows.	 	The	 land/sea	breeze	 is	primarily	easterly/westerly	while	 the	canyon	
topography	is	oriented	north/south.		Winds	within	the	canyon	are	predicted	to	be	light	due	to	the	conflicting	
perpendicular	flow	regimes.		Wind	directions	in	the	canyon	normally	follow	a	pattern	of	weak	south	to	north	
drainage	 at	 night,	 a	 light	 sea	 breeze	 from	 the	 south‐southwest	 during	 the	 morning,	 and	 a	 strengthening	
onshore	flow	from	the	northwest	beginning	midday	and	continuing	until	late	evening.		The	ridgeline	east	of	
Gregory	Canyon	also	protects	the	canyon	from	the	occasional	Santa	Ana	winds	that	blow	from	the	northeast.		

The	nearest	SDAPCD	ambient	air	quality	monitoring	station	 to	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site	 is	
the	Escondido	station	located	about	15	miles	south.		This	station	monitors,	among	other	parameters,	CO	and	
NO2.		Data	from	2007	through	2011	were	examined,	and	the	maximum	ambient	background	concentrations	
for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site	are	shown	 in	Table	4.3‐10,	Ambient	Concentrations	of	CO	and	
NO2.			

																																																													
60		 Information	on	rainfall	and	windspeed	 for	Gregory	Canyon	site	came	 from	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	 Joint	Technical	Document,	

2011.			
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Table 4.3‐10
 

Ambient Concentrations of CO and NO2 

	
Pollutant  Averaging Time  Background Concentration a 

CO	
1‐hour 5.6 ppm	

8‐hour 3.4 ppm	

NO2	
Daily	First	High	1‐hour 0.081	ppm	

Annual 0.018	ppm	
   

a  The daily 8th‐high  concentration  is usually used  for analysis, however, USEPA  regulations 
state  that when  data  are  incomplete,  the  rank  has  to  be  decreased  to  account  for  the 
missing data.  Appendix S of 40 CFR 50 states that if between 15 and 64 days are missing, 
then  the daily 7th‐high must be used.    In 2007, approximately 36 days  (875 hours) were 
missing;  in  2008,  approximately  50  days  (1,206  hours)  were  missing;  and  in  2009, 
approximately 19 days (449 hours) were missing.  Thus, the daily 7th‐high concentration is 
used to represent the AAQS‐relevant daily 8th‐high concentration in this analysis.  

Source:  SDAPCD, 2012 

 

Two	years	of	meteorological	and	ambient	air	quality	(PM10	only)	monitoring	was	conducted	by	the	applicant	
in	 calendar	 years	 2002	 and	 2003.	 	 In	 order	 to	 determine	 the	 ambient	 background	 concentrations	 of	
particulate	matter,	 the	on‐site	PM10	data	were	coupled	with	additional	PM10	and	PM2.5	monitoring	data	 for	
calendar	years	2002	through	2008	(2009	data	were	not	available	at	the	time)	at	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	
Area	 located	 approximately	 nine	 kilometers	 northeast	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site.	 	 The	
ambient	background	PM10	and	PM2.5	concentrations,	along	with	the	California	and	National	AAQS	are	shown	
in	Table	4.3‐11,	Ambient	Concentrations	of	Particulate	Matter.	

Table 4.3‐11
 

Ambient Concentrations of Particulate Matter 
	

Pollutant 
Averaging  

Time 
NAAQS  
(μg/m3) 

CAAQS  
(μg/m3) 

Most Stringent 
AAQS  
(μg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

PM10	
24‐hour	 150 50 50 36.9
Annual	 None 20 20 17.6

PM2.5	
24‐hour	 35 None 35 15.5
Annual	 15 12 12 7.2

   

Source:  Kleinfelder, 2010 

	

Existing Local Air Quality 

Local	air	quality	is	most	often	a	major	concern	along	roadways,	where	CO	is	a	primary	pollutant.		Unlike	O3,	
CO	is	directly	emitted	from	a	variety	of	sources,	the	most	notable	of	which	is	motor	vehicles.		For	this	reason,	
CO	concentrations	are	usually	indicative	of	the	local	air	quality	impacts	generated	by	a	roadway	network	and	
are	often	used	to	assess	the	impact	of	vehicular	emissions	on	the	local	air	quality.		The	intersections	at	which	
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existing	CO	concentrations	were	modeled	are	shown	in	Figure	4.15‐1	in	Section	4.15,	Transportation,	of	this	
EIS.	 	 The	 maximum	 CO	 concentration	 for	 each	 modeled	 intersection	 is	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.3‐12,	Modeled	
Carbon	 Monoxide	 Concentrations	 for	 Existing	 Traffic	 Conditions.	 	 The	 results	 indicate	 that	 existing	 CO	
concentrations	comply	with	state	and	federal	standards.	

Table 4.3‐12
 

Modeled Carbon Monoxide Concentrations for Existing Traffic Conditions 
	

Receptor 
Location No.  Receptor Location Description  1‐Hour  8‐Hour 

1	 SR	76/I‐15	northbound	ramp	 14.3	 5.4	
2	 SR	76/proposed	access	road	 13.9	 5.1	
3	 SR	76/I‐15	southbound	ramp	 14.1	 5.3	
	 Federal	standard	 35	 9	
	 State	standard	 20	 9	

   

Notes: ppm = parts per million 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2007 

	

4.3.3.2  Design Features from the Gregory Canyon EIR  

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	design	features	to	reduce	air	quality	impacts	to	human	
sensitive	receptors.		Odor	and	dust	control	measures	are	integrated	into	the	alternative	and	are	discussed	in	
Chapter	3,	subsections	3.2.7	and	3.2.8,	respectively.		Some	of	the	design	features	which	are	incorporated	into	
the	alternative	to	reduce	odor	and	dust	(PM10)	emissions	associated	with	construction	and	operation	of	the	
landfill	are	identified	below:	

 As	needed,	the	landfill	operator	would	wash	off	the	tires	of	trucks	and	construction	equipment	after	
traveling	on	on‐site	unpaved	roads.	

 All	 unpaved	 and	 on‐site	 haul	 roads	 would	 be	 watered	 every	 two	 hours,	 unless	 the	 road	 surface	
appears	to	be	visibly	damp.		This	results	in	a	95	percent	control	efficiency	for	the	haul	roads.61	

 The	landfill	operator	would	regularly	sweep	the	paved	portion	of	the	site	access	road	and	water	the	
paved	portion	of	this	road	at	least	twice	daily.	

 The	access	road	to	the	unloading	area	would	be	paved	until	the	last	500	feet	of	the	road,	which	would	
be	unpaved.			

 The	unloading	area	would	always	be	located	adjacent	to	the	active	face	or	area	where	waste	is	being	
actively	covered.	

 Crushed	rock	would	be	used	on	the	unpaved	haul	roads,	which	results	in	a	two	percent	silt	content	
on	the	unpaved	roads.			

																																																													
61		 SDAPCD,	1996.	
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 Traffic	speeds	of	no	more	than	10	mph	would	be	maintained	on	all	on‐site	unpaved	road	surfaces,	to	
prevent	excessive	PM10	emissions.	

 Alternative	daily	cover	(ADC),	such	as	synthetic	 tarps	and	processed	green	material	 (PGM)	may	be	
used	at	the	site,	as	feasible.		

 Soil	sealant	would	be	applied	to	roads	to	minimize	dust	emissions.	

 The	landfill	operator	would	apply	daily	cover	to	the	working	face	of	the	landfill.		

 The	design	includes	the	installation	of	a	landfill	gas	recovery	and	flaring	system,	and	incorporation	of	
BACT	for	NOX	control.	

The	 following	 design	 features	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 alternative	 design	 to	 control	 diesel	 particulate	
matter	emissions	from	on‐site	equipment:	

 The	 landfill	 operator	 would	 utilize	 on‐site	 diesel	 equipment	 that	 meets	 California	 certified	 (post‐
1996)	off‐road	engine	requirements.	

 The	 landfill	operator	would	utilize	BACT	 to	 reduce	diesel	particulate	emissions	 from	on‐site	diesel	
equipment.	

 The	 construction	 contractor	 and	 landfill	 operator	would	 ensure	 that	 the	 on‐site	 diesel	 equipment	
fleet	is	Tier	2	or	better.	

In	 addition	 to	 the	 above	 design	 features,	 the	 following	 summarizes	 mitigation	 measures	 that	 would	 be	
required	under	CEQA	with	implementation	of	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	project	pursuant	to	a	Mitigation	
Monitoring	 and	 Reporting	 Program	 (MMRP)	 adopted	 by	 the	 San	 Diego	 DEH	 on	May	 13,	 2011.	 	 As	 these	
measures	 would	 be	 required	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 they	 are	 referred	 to	 and	
considered	as	design	features	in	this	EIS.			

DF	4.7‐1:	 	 Dust	Control	Measures	To	be	Implemented	by	Construction	Contractor	and	Landfill	
Operator		

 Use	of	water	trucks	to	keep	all	areas	of	vehicle	movement	sufficiently	damp;		

 Water	unpaved	haul	roads	every	two	hours;	

 Wet	down	the	site	in	the	late	morning	and	end	of	day;	

 At	 least	 once	 per	 day,	 wet	 down	 non‐active	 construction	 areas	 that	 have	 not	 been	
reseeded;		

 As	soon	as	feasible,	re‐establish	groundcover	on	areas	disturbed	by	construction;	

 Reduce	traffic	speeds	on	all	unpaved	road	surfaces	to	no	more	than	10	miles	per	hour.	

In	addition,	to	reduce	vehicle	exhaust	emissions:	

 Maintain	construction	equipment	engines	by	keeping	them	tuned;	

 Uutilize	California	diesel	fuel	in	heavy	duty	vehicles;	and	
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 Employ	 construction	 equipment	 that	 meets	 California	 Exhaust	 Emission	 Standards	
for	Post‐1996	Off‐Road	Compression‐Ignition	Engines.	

The	 adopted	 MMRP	 includes	 the	 following	 measures	 that	 would	 be	 incorporated	 if	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	
Aqueduct	were	to	be	relocated	during	the	life	of	the	landfill:	

DF	4.7‐3: Relocation	of	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	–	Dust	Control	

 Use	water	trucks	to	keep	all	areas	of	vehicle	movement	sufficiently	damp;		

 Wet	down	the	site	in	the	late	morning	and	end	of	day;	

 At	 least	 once	 per	 day	 wet	 down	 non‐active	 construction	 areas	 that	 have	 not	 been	
reseeded;		

 As	 soon	 as	 feasible,	 re‐establish	 groundcover	 on	 areas	 disturbed	 by	 construction	
through	seeding	and	watering;		

 Reduce	traffic	speeds	on	all	unpaved	road	surfaces	to	no	more	than	10	miles	per	hour;	
and	

 Maintain	construction	equipment	engines	by	keeping	them	tuned.	

In	addition,	Proposition	C	contained	the	following	requirements,	which	are	contained	in	the	MMRP:	

DF	4.7.C5F		 The	Project	shall	 include	a	network	of	vertical	extraction	wells,	 lateral	transmission	
pipes	 to	 a	 gas	 recovery	 facility,	 and	 perimeter	 gas	 monitoring	 probes.	 	 With	 this	
system,	 the	 landfill	 gas	 would	 be	 extracted	 from	 the	 landfill	 and	 combusted	 in	 an	
enclosed	flare.	

DF	4.7.C5J		 Air	 quality	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 Project	 shall	 be	 mitigated	 by	 meeting	 all	
requirements	 imposed	 by	 the	 San	 Diego	 Air	 Pollution	 Control	 District	 for	 the	
Authority	to	Construct	and	Authority	to	Operate	permits.	

DF	4.7.C5L		 To	control	odors	on‐site,	the	applicant	shall	submit	an	Odor	Control	Plan	to	the	San	
Diego	County	Air	Pollution	Control	District	for	review	and	approval.	

DF	4.7.C5M	 To	 control	 dust	 from	Project	 operations,	 the	 applicant	 shall	 submit	 a	Dust	 Control	
Plan	to	the	San	Diego	County	Air	Pollution	Control	District	for	review	and	approval.	

4.3.3.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	 if	the	alternative	would	conflict	with	or	
obstruct	implementation	of	the	San	Diego	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.	

Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 AIR‐1:	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	
implementation	of	the	RAQS	or	the	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	
effects	would	occur	with	regard	to	the	criterion.			

The	site	is	located	in	the	SDAB,	and	as	such,	is	located	in	an	area	where	a	regional	air	quality	plan	is	being	
implemented,	 as	 discussed	 above	 in	 subsection	 4.3.1.	 	 The	 SDAPCD	 relies	 on	 information	 from	CARB	 and	
SANDAG,	including	projected	growth,	mobile,	area	and	all	other	source	emissions,	in	order	to	predict	future	
emissions	 and	 develop	 appropriate	 strategies	 for	 the	 reduction	 of	 source	 emissions	 through	 regulatory	
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controls.	 	 The	 CARB	 mobile	 source	 emission	 projections	 and	 SANDAG	 growth	 projections	 are	 based	 on	
population	and	vehicle	trends	and	land	use	plans	developed	by	the	incorporated	cities	and	the	County	of	San	
Diego.	 	 The	 2009	 RAQS	 incorporates	 a	 comprehensive	 strategy	 aimed	 at	 controlling	 pollution	 from	 all	
sources,	 including	 stationary	 sources,	 on‐road	 and	 off‐road	mobile	 sources	 and	 area	 sources.	 	 Therefore,	
projects	 that	propose	development	which	 is	 consistent	with	 the	 growth	 anticipated	by	SANDAG	would	be	
consistent	with	the	RAQS	and	the	SIP.		

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	the	County	of	San	Diego’s	General	Plan	and	
the	Pala/Pauma	Subregional	Plan	land	use	designation	of	Public/Semi‐Public	(Solid	Waste	Facility)	and	SWF	
zoning	on	the	site	(as	discussed	in	Section	4.10,	Land	Use	and	Planning,	of	this	EIS).		Therefore,	growth	under	
the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	with	 growth	 identified	 in	 the	 County’s	 General	
Plan.		The	General	Plan	projections	are	used	in	the	2030	RTP,	which	is	utilized	by	the	RAQS	and	SIP	to	project	
future	 growth	 in	 the	 SDAB.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 does	 not	 propose	 any	 additional	 or	
different	growth	than	what	is	identified	in	the	Pala/Pauma	Subregional	Plan	and	County	General	Plan.			

In	 addition,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 goals	 of	 the	 County’s	
Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan	in	that	it	would	provide	for	the	construction	and	operation	of	a	landfill	
on	a	site	identified	as	a	landfill	site	in	the	County	of	San	Diego	Siting	Element	and	Five‐Year	CIWMP	Review	
Report	(March	2011).		Under	the	Five‐Year	Review	of	the	Siting	Element	(an	element	of	the	Integrated	Waste	
Management	Plan),	the	Gregory	Canyon	site	is	identified	as	an	integral	component	of	the	County’s	projected	
landfill	 capacity.	 	 The	 location	 of	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	 in	 the	North	 County	would	 reduce	
emissions	 that	would	 otherwise	 be	 created	 by	 the	 export	 of	 solid	waste	 from	 locations	 in	 or	 near	 North	
County	to	locations	out	of	the	County	or	the	transport	of	solid	waste	to	areas	in	the	County	farther	from	the	
source.			

In	 addition	 to	 consistency	 with	 the	 growth	 and	 planning	 projections,	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	be	required	to	be	consistent	with	the	emission	reduction	strategies	
in	 the	 RAQS	 and	 SIP	 in	 order	 to	 comply	 with	 SDAPCD	 rules	 and	 regulations	 and	 obtain	 necessary	
construction	and	operating	permits.	

Since	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 SANDAG’s	 Growth	 Management	
Strategy	 and	 the	 Regional	 Air	 Quality	 Plan,	 the	 purposes	 of	 which	 are	 to	 reduce	 vehicle	 traffic	 and	 air	
emissions,	 and	would	 comply	with	applicable	 rules,	 regulations,	 and	permit	 requirements,	 the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	would	not	conflict	with	the	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	implementation	of	the	RAQS	or	the	
applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	
that	would	 violate	any	air	quality	 standard	 (NAAQS	and	AQIA)	or	 contribute	 substantially	 to	an	 existing	or	
projected	air	quality	violation.	
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Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	AIR‐2:	 	 Implementation	 of	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	would	
result	 in	emissions	of	CO,	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	 that	would	exceed	 the	SDAPCD	AQIA	 trigger	 levels.		
However,	 dispersion	modeling	 using	 the	USEPA‐approved	AERMOD	model	 demonstrates	 that	 this	
alternative	would	not	result	in	concentrations	of	emissions	that	would	exceed	the	NAAQS	for	CO,	NO2,	
PM10,	and	PM2.5.		Although	NOX	emissions	would	not	cause	an	exceedance	of	the	NAAQS	for	NO2,	it	is	a	
precursor	 to	 regional	 ozone	 as	 are	 VOCs;	 therefore,	 because	 ozone	 precursor	 (VOC	 and	 NOX)	
emissions	exceeds	the	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	requirement,	and	because	the	SDAB	is	non‐attainment	
for	 the	 federal	ozone	 standard,	 it	 is	 conservatively	assumed	 that	 significant	adverse	effects	would	
occur.		Implementation	of	this	alternative	would	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	trucks	within	
the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	would	thus	not	exceed	the	SCAQMD	trigger	levels.		Therefore,	impacts	
would	be	considered	not	adverse	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

Initial Construction 

Emissions	associated	with	 initial	construction	would	 include	PM10,	PM2.5,	NOX,	SOX,	CO,	VOC,	and	air	 toxics.		
The	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	are	calculated	based	on	Tier	2	emission	standards.		The	construction	
contractor	 and	 landfill	 operator	would	 ensure	 that	 the	 on‐site	 diesel	 equipment	 fleet	 is	 Tier	 2	 or	 better.		
Table	 4.3‐13,	 Summary	 of	 Maximum	 Daily	 Initial	 Construction	 Emissions,	 compares	 estimates	 of	 initial	
construction	emissions	with	the	air	quality	criteria	described	in	subection	4.3.2.1,	above.	 	Emissions	of	SOX	
would	be	below	the	applicable	AQIA	trigger	levels	and	would	therefore,	not	be	considered	an	adverse	effect.		
Emissions	of	PM10,	PM2.5,	VOC,	and	NOX	emissions	during	the	initial	construction	would	exceed	the	applicable	
AQIA	 trigger	 levels.	 	 Secondarily,	NOX	emissions	also	exceed	 the	SDAPCD	offset	 trigger	 thresholds	and	are	
considered		to	be	an	adverse	effect.		PM10	emissions,	as	they	are	substantially	over	the	relative	SDAPCD	AQIA	
trigger	threshold,	are	also	considered	to	be	an	adverse	effect.	

The	 construction	 emissions	 of	 NOX,	 PM10,	 and	 PM2.5	 were	 analyzed	 for	 their	 impact	 on	 off‐site	 ambient	
pollutant	 concentrations	 using	 the	 USEPA‐approved	 AERMOD	 model,	 and	 on‐site	 meteorological	 data	
collected	 for	 calendar	 years	 2002	 and	 2003,	 supplemented	 by	 Ramona	 Airport	 surface	 and	 San	 Diego	
Miramar	Marine	Corps	Air	Station	upper	air	data.	 	A	summary	of	 the	modeling	results	are	provided	below	
and	detailed	modeling	results	are	provided	in	Appendix	F.			

The	dispersion	modeling	conducted	for	the	Updated	2010	AQIA	and	HRA	assessed	off‐site	concentrations	of	
NO2,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	assuming	a	23‐year	lifetime	and	a	maximum	waste	intake	of	5,000	tons	per	day.		This	
EIS	 analysis	 retains	 the	maximum	daily	 rate	 of	 5,000	 tons	per	day,	 but	 is	 based	on	 a	30‐year	operational	
lifetime	and	an	average	annual	waste	delivery	rate	of	approximately	3,200tons	per	day,	which	corresponds	
to	 the	 annual	 permit	 limit	 of	 about	 1.0	million	 tons	 per	 year.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 short‐term	 emission	 rates	 for	
sources	included	in	the	prior	dispersion	modeling	remain	the	same	while	the	long‐term	emissions	would	be	
slightly	reduced	due	to	the	annual	average	waste	delivery	rate.			

The	Updated	2010	AQIA	and	HRA	concluded	that	emissions	of	NOX	from	blasting	activities	would	be	the	most	
substantial	contributor	to	concentrations	of	NO2	in	a	given	area.		This	is	due	in	part	because	blasting	would	
generate	emissions	from	a	point	source	that	would	be	relatively	concentrated	in	the	local	area	corresponding	
to	the	location	of	the	blast	site.		Furthermore,	on	an	hourly	basis,	the	total	NOX	emissions	from	blasting	would	
be	approximately	42	percent	of	the	total.		In	comparison,	the	NOX	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	would	
be	 spread	 out	 over	 a	 large	 area.	 	 Accordingly,	 the	 contribution	 of	 off‐road	NOX	 emissions	 to	 the	 potential	
ambient	air	quality	impact	at	the	points	of	maximum	impact	for	blasting	would	be	insignificant.		With	respect	
to	 PM10	 and	 PM2.5	 emissions,	 a	 sensitivity	 analysis	 was	 conducted	 to	 determine	 the	 combination	 of	
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Table 4.3‐13
  

Summary of Maximum Initial Construction Emissions  
	

Construction Activity 

(Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
Equipment	Exhaust	 	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 25	 586 85 0 13 13	 4 61 34 0 56 13

Fugitive	Emissions	 	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Construction	 —	 — — — 191	 11	 — — — — 18	 2	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 —	 — — — 23	 4	 — — — — 2	 0	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 —	 — — — 1,937	 291	 — — — — 10	 2	
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 —	 — — — 2	 0	 — — — — 0	 0	
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 —	 — — — 409	 107	 — — — — 36	 9	

Blasting/Drilling	 0	 68 268 8 8 0	 0 2 6 0 0 0
Ancillary	Construction	 	
Exhaust	 81	 253 157 0 13 13	 6 12 9 0 1 1
Fugitive	Dust	 —	 — — — 33	 0	 — — — — 0	 0	

Restoration	Activities	 2	 18 12 0 5 1	 0 3 2 0 1 0
Maximum	Emissions	 108	 924 521 9 2,634 440	 10 78 51 0 124 27
	 	
AQIA	Criteria	 75	 250 550 250 100 55	 — — — — — —
Amount	Over/(Under)	 33	 674 (29) (241) 2,534 385	 — — — — — —
   

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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simultaneous	 activities	 that	 would	 result	 in	 maximum	 particulate	 matter	 concentrations.	 	 For	 initial	
construction,	the	analysis	determined	that	the	maximum	impact	would	occur	when	there	is	a	combination	of:		
(1)	 excavating	 and	moving	 5,000	 cy	 of	 material	 to	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A,	 (2)	 excavating	 and	moving	
5,000	cy	of	material	to	the	fill	area	for	construction,	and	(3)	blasting	one‐quarter	acre.	

The	modeling	results	for	NO2	are	provided	below	in	Table	4.3‐14,	Initial	Construction	Impacts	on	Ambient	Air	
Quality	 (NO2).	 	 The	 modeling	 results	 for	 PM10	 and	 PM2.5	 are	 provided	 below	 in	 Table	 4.3‐15,	 Initial	
Construction	Impacts	on	Ambient	Air	Quality	(PM10	and	PM2.5).		As	shown,	impacts	from	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	
emissions	would	not	 cause	any	off‐site	exceedance	of	 any	of	 the	applicable	ambient	 air	quality	 standards.		
However,	VOCs	and	NOX	are	pre‐cursor	emissions	to	the	formation	of	ozone	and	the	SDAB	is	non‐attainment	
for	ozone.		Thus,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	contribute	incrementally	to	regional	ozone	and	
would	therefore	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	air	quality.			

Table	4.3‐16,	Summary	of	 Impacts	Related	 to	 Initial	Construction,	presents	 the	summary	of	 significance	 for	
initial	construction.		As	presented	in	this	table,	emissions	of	CO,	SOX,	PM10	and	PM2.5	are	not	considered	to	be	
a	 significant	 adverse	 effect,	 while	 emissions	 of	 VOCs	 and	 NOX	 are	 concluded	 to	 pose	 significant	 adverse	
effects.		Although	NOX	emissions	would	not	exceed	the	NAAQS	for	NO2,	it	is	a	precursor	to	regional	ozone	as	
are	VOCs;	 therefore,	because	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	exceed	 the	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	 requirement,	 and	
because	the	SDAB	is	non‐attainment	for	the	federal	ozone	standard,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	
conservatively	assumed	to	have	a	significant	adverse	effect.		

Operations 

On‐Site 

The	two	broad	activities	associated	with	the	operation	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	
landfill	operations	and	periodic	landfill	development.		Landfill	operations	would	consist	of	transport,	receipt	
and	placement	of	waste,	application	of	daily	cover,	and	the	collection	and	destruction	of	LFG.		After	the	initial	
startup	of	the	operation,	landfill	development	would	occur	as	periods	of	additional	excavation,	compaction	of	
subgrade	 soils,	 and	 installation	 of	 a	 double‐composite	 liner.	 	 All	 of	 the	 activities	would	 generate	 exhaust	
emissions	and	 fugitive	dust	due	 to	 the	operation	of	vehicles	hauling	waste,	performing	construction	 tasks,	
crushing	rock,	and	traveling	to	and	from	the	facilities.	

Operations and Periodic Construction 

Emissions	 associated	 with	 landfilling	 and	 rock	 processing	 operations	 would	 include	 heavy	 equipment	
emissions,	vehicle	exhaust	emissions	from	waste	trucks,	employee,	and	public	travel	to	and	from	the	landfill,	
fugitive	dust	generation	from	operations	at	the	active	face	of	the	landfill,	fugitive	dust	from	vehicle	travel	on	
unpaved	roads,	rock	processing,	landfill	gas,	and	combustion	of	collected	gas	by	the	flare.		Detailed	emissions	
calculations	are	provided	in	Appendix	F.	

In	order	 to	ensure	that	 the	maximum	potential	air	quality	 impacts	of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
would	 be	 addressed,	 maximum	 impact	 daily	 and	 annual	 emission	 estimates	 were	 developed	 at	 major	
milestones	during	the	30	years	of	 landfill	operations.	 	Peak	activity	 levels	 for	all	sources	were	assumed	 in	
estimating	 maximum	 daily	 pollutant	 emissions	 for	 the	 proposed	 landfill.	 	 These	 included	 the	 maximum	
traffic	 generation	 scenario	developed	by	Linscott,	 Law,	 and	Greenspan	Engineers	 (see	Appendix	M	of	 this	
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Table 4.3‐14
 

Initial Construction Impacts on Ambient Air Quality (NO2) 
(Updated 2010 AQIA and HRA) 

 

AQIAa  Initial Construction Year 

Maximum	1‐Hour	Impact	(1st	High)	 69.8	
1st	High	Background	(California)	 152	
Total	1‐Hour	Impact	(California)	 221.8	
California	AAQS	 339	
7th	High	Background	(National)	 118	
Total	1‐Hour	Impact	(National)	 187.8	
National	AAQS	 188	
Maximum	Annual	Impact	 0.03	
Annual	Background	 34	
Total	Annual	Impact	 34.0	
California	AAQS	 57	
National	AAQS	 100	
   

a  Tables 4.4 and 4.5 of Permit Application (Volume VII). 
 
Source:    Gregory Canyon Landfill Revised Final EIR, 2007 and Kleinfelder, SDAPCD Permit Application, Volume VII: Updated Air 

Quality Impact Analysis and Health Risk Assessment for the Proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill, 2010
 

Table 4.3‐15
 

Initial Construction Impacts on Ambient Air Quality (PM10 and PM2.5) 
(Updated 2010 AQIA and HRA) 

 

AQIAa 
Initial Construction Year 

(PM10) 
Initial Construction Year 

(PM2.5) 

Maximum	24‐Hour	Impact	(1st	High)	 39.9 8.3	
Background	Concentration	on	Modeled	Days 9.9 15.5
Total	24‐Hour	Impact	 49.8 23.8e

California	AAQS	 50 –	
National	AAQS	 150 35	
Maximum	Annual	Impact	 1.8 0.4	
Annual	Background	 17.6 7.2	
Total	Annual	Impact	 19.4 7.6	
California	AAQS	 20 12	
National	AAQS	 – 15	
   

a  Tables 4.7, 4.13, 4.14, and 4.15 of Permit Application (Volume VII). 

Source:    Gregory Canyon Landfill Revised Final EIR, 2007 and Kleinfelder, SDAPCD Permit Application, Volume VII: Updated Air 
Quality Impact Analysis and Health Risk Assessment for the Proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill, 2010
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Table 4.3‐16
 

Summary of Impacts Related to Initial Construction 
	

Pollutant 
Significant 
Adverse  Reason 

VOC	 Yes	 Ozone	Precursor	and	Above	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	requirementsa

NOX	 Yes	 Ozone	Precursor	and	Above	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	requirementsa

CO	 No	 Below	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	requirementsa

SOX	 No	 Below	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	requirementsa

PM10	 No	 Concentration	Below	NAAQS
PM2.5	 No	 Concentration	Below	NAAQS

   

a  Mobile source emissions were included for purposes of this evaluation.  However, SDACPD Rule 20 offset requirements are 
typically only for permitted sources (i.e., fugitive emissions from the landfill surface and landfill flare). 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012
 

	

EIS)	 and	 the	 peak‐year	 landfill	 gas	 generation	 rate	 calculated	 based	 upon	 USEPA	 AP‐42	 methodology.		
Maximum	 daily	 operational	 emissions	 were	 projected	 for	 a	 maximum	 landfill	 waste	 delivery	 rate	 of	
5,000	tpd.		For	annual	emissions	estimates,	an	average	waste	delivery	rate	of	3,200	tpd	was	assumed.		The	
emissions	 from	 off‐road	 equipment	 are	 calculated	 based	 on	 Tier	 2	 emission	 standards.	 	 The	 construction	
contractor	and	landfill	operator	would	ensure	that	the	on‐site	diesel	equipment	fleet	is	Tier	2	or	better.			

Subsequent	to	the	evaluation	of	the	alternative’s	30‐year	emission	profile,	the	initial	operational	year	and	the	
final	operational	year	were	 identified	as	the	periods	with	the	maximum	emissions.	 	The	 initial	operational	
year	includes	periodic	construction	with	excavation	activities	to	open	up	the	next	cell	and	landfill	operations.		
The	final	operational	year	would	generate	the	maximum	amount	of	landfill	gas	because	it	is	presumed	that	
the	landfill	would	have	reached	capacity.	 	Emissions	of	criteria	air	pollutants	for	the	peak	landfill	activities	
(i.e.,	 initial	 construction	 year,	 initial	 operations	 with	 simultaneous	 construction	 of	 Phase	 II,	 interim	
operations,	 future	 interim	 operations,	 final	 operational	 year,	 and	 the	 closure	 year	 with	 peak	 landfill	 gas	
generation)	 are	 presented	 in	 Table	 4.3‐17,	Summary	of	Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	
Initial	 Operational	 Year	 (San	 Diego	 Air	 Basin),	 Table	 4.3‐18,	 Summary	 of	 Maximum	 Daily	 and	 Annual	
Operating	Emissions	–	 Interim	Operational	Year	 (San	Diego	Air	Basin),	 Table	4.3‐19,	Summary	of	Maximum	
Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	Future	Interim	Operational	Year	(San	Diego	Air	Basin),	Table	4.3‐20,	
Summary	of	Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	Final	Operational	Year	(San	Diego	Air	Basin),	
and	Table	4.3‐21,	Summary	of	Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	Closing	Year	(San	Diego	Air	
Basin),	respectively.		The	tables	compare	all	emissions	related	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	to	the	
criteria	 presented	 in	 subsection	 4.3.2.1.	 	 Because	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed,	 Merriam	 Mountain,	 and	
Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternatives	would	be	operational	for	27	or	more	years,	compared	to	23	years	
for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative,	and	25	years	for	the	Aspen	Road	and	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternatives,	
emissions	from	the	future	interim	operational	year	should	be	compared	to	emissions	from	the	post‐closure	
year	for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	and	the	final	operational	year	for	the	Aspen	Road	and	East	Otay	
Mesa	 Alternatives.	 	 Emissions	 from	 the	 final	 operational	 and	 closing	 years	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	should	be	compared	with	emissions	from	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	since	all	of	the	other	
alternatives	would	have	closed	by	this	time.			
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Table 4.3‐17
 

Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Initial Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
Construction	Equipment	Exhaust	 5 79 43 0 3 3	 1 12 7 0 0 0
Construction	Fugitive	Emissions	 — — — — 171 28	 — — — — 16 3
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 29 459 253 0 15 15	 4 70 39 0 2 2
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 11 604 98 1 7 4	 1 60 10 0.1 0.7 0.4

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Operations	 — — — — 239 40	 — — — — 23 4
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 — — — — 14 3	 — — — — 2 0
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 2807 421	 — — — — 15 2
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 2 1
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 240 63	 — — — — 38 10

Blasting/Drilling	 0 136 536 16 23 0	 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal	 45 1,272 930 17 3,530 582	 6 284 56 0 99 22
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 13  712  128  1  8  5  1  71  13  0.1  0.8  0.5 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 32 560 802 16 3,522 577	 5 213 43 0 98 21
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 14 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (43) 310	 252	 (234) 3,422	 522		 (61) 173 (57) (40) 83 11
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐18

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Interim Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
Construction	Equipment	Exhaust	 3 48 26 0 2 2	 0 5 3 0 0 0
Construction	Fugitive	Emissions	 — — — — 24 6	 — — — — 4 1
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 9 217 32 0 5 5	 1 21 3 0 0 0
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 14 298 99 1 3 2	 1 30 10 0.1 0.3 0.2

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 47 10	 — — — — 3 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 471 71	 — — — — 2 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 289 76	 — — — — 30 7

Flares	 7 41 2 20 14 14	 1 8 0 4 3 3
Landfill	Gas	 19 0 1 0 0 0	 4 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal	 52 604 160 21 866 191	 7 64 16 4 43 12
	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5 241 49 1 3 2	 0 24 5 0.1 0.3 0.2
Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 47 363 111 20 863 189	 7 40 11 4 43 12
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (28) 113	 (439) (229) 763	 134		 (7) 0	 (89) (36) 28	 2	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 

	



4.3  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.3‐64	 	

	
Table 4.3‐19

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Future Interim Operational Year  (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 31 216 62 0 5 5	 3 21 6 0 0 0
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 16 163 102 0.9 3 2	 2 16 10 0.1 0.3 0.2

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 76 15	 — — — — 5 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 — — — — 8 2	 — — — — 0 0
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 322 48	 — — — — 2 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 281 74	 — — — — 26 7

Blasting/Drilling	 0 17 67 2 1 0	 0 0 1 0 0 0
Flares	 17 96 5 47 32 32	 3 17 1 9 6 6
Landfill	Gas	 45 0 3 0 0 0	 8 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 109 492 239 50 739 183	 16 54 19 9 40 14
	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2
Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 104 319 197 49 736 181	 15 37 15 9 40 14
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 14 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 29	 69	 (353) (201) 636	 126		 1	 (3) (85) (31) 25	 4	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐20

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Final Operational Year  (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 11 251 36 0 5 5	 1 25 4 0 1 1
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 16 163 102 0.9 3 2	 2 16 10 0.1 0.3 0.2

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Operations	 — — — — 68 14	 — — — — 4 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 511 77	 — — — — 3 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 176 35	 — — — — 136 17

Flares	 4 20 1 10 37 37	 4 20 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 52 0 4 0 0 0	 9 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 83 434 143 11 811 175	 16 61 16 10 152 26
	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2
Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 78 261 101 10 808 173	 15 44 12 10 152 26
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 3	 11	 (449) (240) 708	 118		 1	 4	 (88) (30) 137	 16	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐21

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Closing Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 16 369 54 1 8 8	 2 49 8 0 1 1

				Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2
Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 62 9	 — — — — 10 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 4,052 608	 — — — — 21 3
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 2 1	 — — — — 0 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 146 38	 — — — — 22 6

Flares	 20 113 6 55 38 38	 4 21 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 53 0 4 0 0 0	 10 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 94 655 106 57 4,311 704	 16 87 14 10 61 18
	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
Subtotala	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 89 482 64 56 4,308 702	 16 70 10 10 61 18
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 14	 232	 (486) (194) 4,208	 647		 2	 30	 (90) (30) 46	 8	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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As	 shown	 in	 these	 tables,	 without	 considering	 the	 net	 change	 in	 emissions	 compared	 to	 the	 No	 Federal	
Action	 Alternative,	 projected	 maximum	 emissions	 of	 VOC,	 CO,	 PM10,	 PM2.5,	 and	 NOX	 would	 be	 above	 the	
corresponding	AQIA	 trigger	 levels.	 	Emissions	of	NOX	 from	both	stationary	and	mobile	sources	would	also	
exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	offset	 threshold,	 and	 are	 therefore	 considered	 	 to	 be	 an	 adverse	 effect.	 	 Emissions	 of	
PM10,	as	they	are	substantially	over	the	SDAPCD	AQIA	trigger	thresholds,	are	similarly	considered	to	be	an	
adverse	effect.		The	operational	emissions	of	NOX,	CO,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	were	analyzed	for	their	impact	on	off‐
site	 ambient	 pollutant	 concentrations	 using	 the	 USEPA‐approved	 AERMOD	 model,	 and	 on‐site	
meteorological	data	collected	for	calendar	years	2002	and	2003,	supplemented	by	Ramona	Airport	surface	
and	 San	 Diego	 Miramar	 Marine	 Corps	 Air	 Station	 upper	 air	 data.	 	 A	 summary	 of	 the	modeling	 data	 and	
results	are	discussed	below.	

The	2008	AQIA62	and	Updated	2010	AQIA	and	HRA63	concluded	that	emissions	of	CO	and	NOX	from	blasting	
and	flare	(CO	only)	activities	would	be	the	most	substantial	contributor	to	concentrations	of	CO	and	NOX	in	a	
given	 area.	 	 This	 is	 due	 in	 part	 because	 blasting	 and	 flare	 activities	would	 generate	 emissions	 from	point	
sources	that	would	be	relatively	concentrated	in	the	local	area	corresponding	to	the	location	of	the	blast	and	
flare	sites.		Furthermore,	on	an	hourly	basis,	the	total	CO	and	NOX	emissions	from	blasting	and	flare	(CO	only)	
activities	would	be	over	90	percent	of	the	total	maximum	CO	emissions	and	42	percent	of	the	total	of	NOX	
emissions.	 	In	comparison,	the	CO	and	NOX	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	would	be	spread	out	over	a	
large	 area.	 	 Accordingly,	 the	 contribution	 of	 off‐road	 CO	 and	 NOX	 emissions	 to	 the	 potential	 ambient	 air	
quality	impact	at	the	points	of	maximum	impact	for	blasting	would	be	insignificant.			

The	modeling	results	for	CO	are	provided	below	in	Table	4.3‐22,	Operational	Impacts	on	Ambient	Air	Quality	
(CO).		The	modeling	results	for	NO2	are	provided	below	in	Table	4.3‐23,	Operational	Impacts	on	Ambient	Air	
Quality	 (NO2).	 	 The	modeling	 results	 for	 PM10	 and	 PM2.5	 are	 provided	 below	 in	 Table	 4.3‐24,	Operational	
Impacts	on	Ambient	Air	Quality	(PM10)	and	Table	4.3‐25,	Operational	Impacts	on	Ambient	Air	Quality	(PM2.5).	
As	shown,	impacts	from	CO,	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	emissions	would	not	cause	any	offsite	exceedance	of	any	of	
the	applicable	ambient	air	quality	standards.			

Off‐Site 

Regional Impacts from Waste Hauling and Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Trucks	 hauling	 solid	 waste	 to	 the	 landfill	 and	 trucks	 transporting	 brine	 and	 leachate	 off‐site	 would	
contribute	air	pollutants	to	the	SDAB.		However,	the	regional	emissions	from	waste	hauling	to	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	would	 likely	decrease	relative	 to	 the	emissions	resulting	 from	current	waste	hauling	
practices,	because	of	the	proposed	facility’s	closer	proximity	to	waste	generators	in	or	near	North	County.		As	
shown	in	Chapter	2,	Purpose	and	Need	of	this	EIS,	Table	2‐1,	San	Diego	County	Tons	Disposed	in‐County	and	
Out‐of‐County,	using	a	three‐year	average	(2007	through	2009),64	3,376,000	tons	of	waste	were	disposed	by	
San	Diego	County to landfills within and outside of the county. 

																																																													
62		 Kleinfelder,	SDAPCD	Permit	Application,	Volume	V:	Air	Quality	Impact	Analysis	for	the	Proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	2008.	
63		 Kleinfelder,	 SDAPCD	 Permit	 Application,	 Volume	 VII:	 Updated	 Air	 Quality	 Impact	 Analysis	 and	 Health	 Risk	 Assessment	 for	 the	

Proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	2010.	
64		 The	data	provided	are	from	a	Needs	Assessment	that	was	prepared	for	the	USACE	in	support	of	the	EIS	by	R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.		

Given	that	complete	calendar	year	2010	tonnage	data	were	not	available	during	the	preparation	of	the	Needs	Assessment	a	three‐
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Table 4.3‐22
 

Operational Impacts on Ambient Air Quality (CO) 
 

AQIAa  Initial Operational Year  Future Interim Operational Year

Maximum	1‐Hour	Impact	 5.0 0.05	
1st	High	Background	 5.9 5.9	
Total	1‐Hour	Impact	 10.9 5.9	
California	AAQS	 20.0 20.0	
National	AAQS	 35 35	
Maximum	8‐Hour	Impact	 0.4 0.02	
1st	High	Background	 3.6 3.6	
Total	8‐Hour	Impact	 4.0 3.6	
California	AAQS	 9.0 9.0	
National	AAQS	 9 9	
   

a  Tables 4.2 of Permit Application (Volume V). 
Source:    Gregory Canyon Landfill Revised Final EIR, 2007 and Kleinfelder, SDAPCD Permit Application, Volume V: Air 

Quality Impact Analysis for the Proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill, 2008
 

 

Table 4.3‐23
 

Operational Impacts on Ambient Air Quality (NO2) 
 

AQIAa 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year 

Future 
Interim 

Operational 
Year 

Final 
Operational 

Year  Closing Year 

Maximum	1‐Hour	Impact	(1st	High)	 61.5 14.3 45.8 37.3	 38.6
1st	High	Background	(California)	 152 152 152 152	 152
Total	1‐Hour	Impact	(California)	 213.5 166.3 197.8 189.3	 190.6
California	AAQS	 339 339 339 339	 339
7th	High	Background	(National)	 118 118 118 118	 118
Total	1‐Hour	Impact	(National)	 179.5 132.3 163.8 155.3	 156.6
National	AAQS	 188 188 188 188	 188
Maximum	Annual	Impact	 0.001 0.3 0.6 0.7	 0.8
Annual	Background	 34 34 34 34	 34
Total	Annual	Impact	 34.0 34.3 34.6 34.7	 34.8
California	AAQS	 57 57 57 57	 57
National	AAQS	 100 100 100 100	 100
   

a  Tables 4.4 and 4.5 of Permit Application (Volume VII). 
Source:    Gregory Canyon Landfill Revised Final EIR, 2007 and Kleinfelder, SDAPCD Permit Application, Volume VII: Updated Air 

Quality Impact Analysis and Health Risk Assessment for the Proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill, 2010 

																																																																																																																																																																																																																						
year	average	 tonnage	value	was	 calculated.	 	 In	addition,	 the	 recent	downturn	 in	 the	economy	has	 resulted	 in	a	drop	 in	disposal	
tonnages,	but	disposal	tonnages	are	expected	to	increase	as	construction	and	general	business	activities	recover.		Thus,	a	three‐year	
average	was	used	to	better	reflect	the	quantities	disposed	of	for	the	2010	base	year.		
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Table 4.3‐24

 
Operational Impacts on Ambient Air Quality (PM10) 

 
 

AQIAa 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year 

Future 
Interim 

Operational 
Year 

Final 
Operational 

Year  Closing Year 

Maximum	24‐Hour	Impact	(1st High)	 19.2 13.1 11.6 29.2	 35.3
Background	Conc.	on	Modeled	Days	 29.4 15.5 29.4 15.5	 9.9
Total	24‐Hour	Impact	 48.6 28.6 41.0 44.7	 45.2
California	AAQS	 50 50 50 50	 50
National	AAQS	 150 150 150 150	 150
Maximum	Annual	Impact	 1.8 1.5 1.7 2.3	 1.6
Annual	Background	 17.6 17.6 17.6 17.6	 17.6
Total	Annual	Impact	 19.4 19.1 19.3 19.9	 19.2
California	AAQS	 20 20 20 20	 20
   

a  Tables 4.7 and 4.13 of Permit Application (Volume VII). 
Source:    Gregory Canyon Landfill Revised Final EIR, 2007 and Kleinfelder, SDAPCD Permit Application, Volume VII: Updated Air Quality 

Impact Analysis and Health Risk Assessment for the Proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill, 2010
 

	

Table 4.3‐25
 

Operational Impacts on Ambient Air Quality (PM2.5) 
 

AQIAa 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year 

Future 
Interim 

Operational 
Year 

Final 
Operational 

Year  Closing Year 

Maximum	24‐Hour	Impact	(1st High)	 7.5 3.6 3.7 7.6	 6.1
Background	Conc.	on	Modeled	Days	 15.5 15.5 15.5 15.5	 15.5
Total	24‐Hour	Impactb	 23.0 19.1 19.2 22.1	 21.6
National	AAQS	 35 35 35 35	 35
Maximum	Annual	Impact	 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.7	 0.5
Annual	Background	 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2	 7.2
Total	Annual	Impact	 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.9	 7.7
California	AAQS	 12 12 12 12	 12
National	AAQS	 15 15 15 15	 15
   

a  Tables 4.14 and 4.15 of Permit Application (Volume VII). 
b
   The  maximum  combined  impact  is  the  1st  high  modeled  impact  plus  the  1st  high  background,  which  is  more  conservative 

methodology than required for the National standard, which is stated as a 3‐year average 98
th percentile. 

Source:    Gregory Canyon Landfill Revised Final EIR, 2007 and Kleinfelder, SDAPCD Permit Application, Volume VII: Updated Air Quality 
Impact Analysis and Health Risk Assessment for the Proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill, 2010
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Of	this,	approximately	976,688	tons,	or	29	percent,	of	solid	waste	were	generated	in	or	near	North	County.65		
North	County	waste	 is	 disposed	 of	 at	 the	Otay,	 Sycamore,	 Prima	Deshecha	 and	El	 Sobrante	 landfills.	 	 The	
Prima	Deshecha	 Landfill,	 located	 in	Orange	County,	 is	 the	 primary	disposal	 site	 for	 the	City	 of	Oceanside.		
Orange	County	does	not	anticipate	extending	agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	2016.			

The	Needs	Assessment	further	indicates	that	assuming	current	rates	of	diversion,	waste	disposal	originating	
from	within	the	County	is	expected	to	increase	from	3,081,142	tons	in	2009	to	3,920,167	(approximately	27	
percent)	by	2025	and	to	4,099,159	(approximately	33	percent)	by	2030.66				It	is	anticipated	that	waste	will	
continue	 to	 be	 transported	 outside	 the	 County	 or	 to	 landfills	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	Diego	 (Sycamore	 Canyon,	
Miramar)	or	southern	San	Diego	County	(Otay)	until	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	or	another	landfill	
is	 developed.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 is	 geographically	 situated	 to	 provide	 regional	 waste	
disposal	 for	 northern	 San	Diego	 County,	 as	 it	would	 reduce	 the	 distance	 that	 haulers	 travel	 to	 dispose	 of	
waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County.		As	shorter	distances	may	result	in	savings	of	time	and	money,	it	
may	 be	 reasonably	 assumed	 that	 some	 haulers	 would	 choose	 to	 reduce	 their	 costs	 for	 landfill	 vehicle	
operations,	contributing	to	reductions	in	vehicle	miles	traveled	and	associated	emissions.			

As	 discussed	 previously,	 VOCs	 and	NOX	 are	 pre‐cursor	 emissions	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
attainment	 for	ozone.	 	While	 the	alternative	 itself	would	result	 in	emissions	of	VOCs	and	NOX,	 the	on‐road	
portion	of	the	emissions	would	represent	a	decrease	compared	to	existing	conditions	as	shown	under	the	No	
Federal	Action	Alternative.		This	is	due	to	the	alternative	being	geographically	situated	in	northern	San	Diego	
County,	 which	 would	 reduce	 the	 length	 of	 waste	 transport	 trips	 compared	 to	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	
Alternative.		Regional	VOC	and	NOX	impacts	are	assessed	based	on	the	net	total	emissions	for	this	alternative,	
which	 is	 calculated	as	 the	alternative’s	 emissions	minus	 the	portion	of	 the	emissions	 from	 the	No	Federal	
Action	Alternative	in	the	SDAB.		As	shown	in	Table	4.3‐17,	Table	4.3‐18,	Table	4.3‐19,	Table	4.3‐20,	and	Table	
4.3‐21,	 the	 net	 total	 emissions	 of	 VOCs	 and/or	 NOX	 are	 anticipated	 to	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	Rule	 20	 offset	
requirement	during	operations.		Thus,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	contribute	incrementally	
to	regional	ozone	and	would	therefore,	result	in	significant	adverse	air	quality	effects.			

Table	 4.3‐26,	 Summary	 of	 Impacts	 Related	 to	 Operations,	 presents	 the	 summary	 of	 significance	 for	 the	
operation	 and	 periodic	 construction	 phase	 of	 the	 alternative.	 	 As	 shown,	 emissions	 of	 CO,	 SOX,	 PM10,	 and	
PM2.5	 do	not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects,	while	 emissions	of	VOCs	 and	NOX	 are	 concluded	 to	pose	
significant	adverse	effects.		Although	NOX	emissions	would	not	exceed	the	NAAQS,	it	is	a	precursor	to	ozone;	
therefore,	because	NOX	would	exceed	the	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	requirement,	and	because	the	SDAB	is	non‐
attainment	for	the	federal	ozone	standard,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	conservatively	assumed	to	
have	a	significant	adverse	effect.	

Local Impacts from Waste Hauling 

A	previous	analysis	of	CO	concentrations	at	three	locations	in	the	Gregory	Canyon	vicinity	was	conducted	for	
the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 due	 to	 the	 increase	 in	 traffic	 on	 the	 roadways	 serving	 the	 Gregory	
Canyon	area.67		Future	CO	concentrations	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	were	estimated	with	the	
																																																													
65		 R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.,	2012.	
66			 Ibid.	
67		 Appendix	D,	Revised	Final	EIR,	2007.	
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CALINE4	computer	model.	 	The	purpose	of	this	modeling	was	to	determine	microscale	impacts	adjacent	to	
the	 roadways	 that	 would	 be	 most	 affected	 by	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 at	 full	 build‐out.		
Simulations	 were	 performed	 for	 both	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 and	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 scenarios	 in	 order	 to	 demonstrate	 the	 incremental	 effect	 of	 traffic‐related	 CO	 emissions	 as	
accurately	as	possible.	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	scenario	 took	 into	account	cumulative	 traffic	
volumes	to	assess	the	impact	of	traffic	from	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	in	conjunction	with	traffic	
generated	by	nearby	planned	projects.	 	The	specific	 locations	evaluated	were	the	intersection	of	the	SR	76	
and	the	I‐15	northbound	and	southbound	ramps	and	the	intersection	of	the	SR	76	and	the	proposed	landfill	
access	road.	 	Eight	receptors	were	placed	near	each	of	the	three	intersections	and	were	located	10	and	23	
feet	 from	 the	 roadways,	 consistent	 with	 guidance	 provided	 in	 the	 Transportation	 Project‐Level	 Carbon	
Monoxide	Protocol.68	

CALINE4	 is	 a	microscale	dispersion	model	 and	 calculates	1‐hour	CO	 concentrations.	 	 The	CALINE4	model	
simulations	 for	 the	 two	 scenarios	 is	 based	 on	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak‐hour	 traffic	 volumes	 at	 critical	
intersections.	 	 The	 background	 CO	 level	 was	 obtained	 from	 the	 Escondido	 monitoring	 station	 using	 the	
highest	one‐hour	measurement	over	the	last	three	years	of	available	data	(11	ppm	for	the	one‐hour	CO	level,	
and	3.9	ppm	 for	 the	eight‐hour	CO	 level).	 	Meteorology	used	 for	 the	CALINE4	model	 simulations	 included	
strongly	 stable	 conditions	 (Stability	 Class	 G),	 a	 wind	 speed	 of	 0.5	 meter	 per	 second	 (1	 mph),	 low	 wind	
direction	variability	(sigma	theta	=	10	degrees),	and	a	temperature	of	60	degrees	Fahrenheit	(15.6	degrees	
Celsius).	 	 Surface	 roughness	 assumed	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 area	 was	 321	 cm.	 	 The	
CALINE4	option	to	search	for	the	worst	wind	angle	was	used	with	a	surface	roughness	of	321	cm.	

The	 results	 of	 the	CALINE4	CO	modeling	are	 summarized	 in	Table	4.3‐27,	Maximum	 Impact	Projections	of	
Peak	 Hour	 Carbon	 Monoxide	 Concentrations,	 for	 the	 projected	 future	 one‐hour	 and	 eight‐hour	 CO	
concentration	 levels.	 	 The	 future	 one‐hour	 and	 eight‐hour	 CO	 levels	 for	 both	 scenarios	 are	 projected	 to	
comply	with	the	one‐hour	and	eight‐hour	CO	state	and	federal	standards	at	all	 three	 locations.	 	Therefore,	
the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	create	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	air	quality.	

																																																													
68		 Institute	of	Transportation	Studies,	1997.	

Table 4.3‐26

Summary of Impacts Related to Operations 
	

Pollutant 
Significant 
Adverse  Reason 

VOC	 Yes	 Ozone	Precursor	and	Above	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	requirementsa

NOX	 Yes	 Ozone	Precursor	and	Above	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	requirementsa

CO	 No	 Concentration	Below	NAAQS
SOX	 No	 Below	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	requirementsa	
PM10	 No	 Concentration	Below	NAAQS
PM2.5	 No	 Concentration	Below	NAAQS

   

a  Mobile source emissions were  included for purposes of this evaluation.   However, SDACPD Rule 20 offset requirements 
are typically only for permitted sources (i.e., fugitive emissions from the landfill surface and landfill flare). 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 



4.3  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.3‐72	 	

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	scenario	is	projected	to	slightly	increase	one‐hour	and	eight‐hour	CO	
concentrations	 over	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 scenario.	 	 A	 comparison	 of	 one‐hour	 CO	
concentrations	presented	in	Table	4.3‐27	shows	an	increase	in	CO	of	0.2	ppm,	0.2	ppm,	and,	0.0	ppm	for	SR	
76/I‐15	northbound,	the	SR	76/access	road	intersection,	and	for	SR	76/I‐15	southbound,	respectively.		The	
maximum	eight‐hour	CO	levels	are	also	projected	to	increase	by	0.1	ppm,	0.2	ppm,	and,	0.1	ppm	for	SR	76/I‐
15	northbound,	the	SR	76/access	road	intersection,	and	for	SR	76/I‐15	southbound,	respectively.			

Impacts in the South Coast Air Basin from Waste Hauling 

Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 decrease	 in	 emissions	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	
compared	 to	 current	waste	 hauling	 practices	 because	 of	 the	 proposed	 facility’s	 closer	 proximity	 to	waste	
generators	 in	 North	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 Currently,	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 waste	 is	 transported	 to	 two	 landfill	
facilities	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin:		Prima	Deshecha	(Orange	County)	and	El	Sobrante	(Riverside	County).		
As	a	result,	this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin	 compared	 to	 current	 waste	 hauling	 practices.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Prima	 Deshecha	 Landfill	 does	 not	
anticipate	extending	agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	2016	while	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	
is	to	remain	operational.		When	Prima	Deshecha	ceases	to	accept	waste,	waste	from	North	San	Diego	County	
would	continue	to	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	under	the	No	Action	scenario.		This	alternative	
would	redirect	waste	that	would	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	to	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill.		
As	a	result,	this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin	compared	to	future	No	Action	conditions.		Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	
Air	Basin	relative	to	waste	haul	trips.	

Table 4.3‐27

 
Maximum Impact Projections of Peak Hour Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 

	

Receptor 
Location No.  Roadway Link 

Estimated Future CO Concentrationsa 

No Federal Action 
Alternative 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Alternative 

1‐Hour
(ppm) 

8‐Hour
(ppm) 

1‐Hour 
(ppm) 

8‐Hour
(ppm) 

1	 SR	76/I‐15	Northbound	Ramp 14.3 35.4 14.5	 5.5
2	 SR	76/Access	Road	 13.9 5.1 14.1	 5.3
3	 SR	76/I‐15	Southbound	Ramp 14.1 5.3 14.1	 5.4
	 Federal Standard	 35 9 35	 9
	 State	Standard	 20 9 20	 9
	 Exceedance	 No No No	 No

   

a  CO concentrations shown above include the maximum background CO levels of 11 ppm for the one‐hour level, and 3.9 ppm 
for the eight‐hour level. 

 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, Gregory Canyon Landfill Revised Final EIR, Appendix D Table 3, 2007
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Impacts from Recycled Water Trucks 

The	applicant	has	entered	into	a	contract	with	the	San	Gabriel	Valley	Water	Company	(SGVWC)	to	supply	up	
to	80,000	gallons	per	day	(gpd)	of	recycled	water	to	be	used	for	construction,	operation	and	closure	of	the	
proposed	landfill.		The	recycled	water	site	is	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	the	landfill	site	is	located	
within	 the	 SDAB.	 	 Construction	of	 the	 recycled	water	 loading	 area	has	 the	potential	 to	 create	 regional	 air	
quality	 impacts	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	 through	 the	 use	 of	 heavy‐duty	 construction	 equipment	 and	
through	vehicle	 trips	 generated	by	 construction	workers	 traveling	 to	 and	 from	 the	 recycled	water	 site.	 In	
addition,	 fugitive	dust	emissions	would	result	 from	trenching	activities.	 	A	construction	emissions	analysis	
was	 conducted	 by	 PCR	 Services	 Corporation	 in	 the	 Air	 Quality,	 Health	 Risk,	 and	 Noise	 Technical	
Memorandum.69	 	 A	 summary	 of	 the	 emissions	 are	 provided	 in	 Table	 4.3‐28,	Maximum	Daily	 Construction	
Emissions	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	(Recycled	Water	Loading	Area).		As	shown,	construction	emissions	
would	not	exceed	the	applicable	thresholds	and	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Table 4.3‐28
 

Maximum Daily Construction Emissions within the South Coast Air Basin (Recycled Water Loading Area) 
	

Regional/Localized Emissions 

VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

(Pounds per Day) 

Max	Daily	Regional	Emissions	 7 13 6 <1 1	 1
SCAQMD	Daily	Thresholds	 75 100 550 150 150	 55
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (68) (87) (544) (150) (149)	 (54)
Exceed	Threshold?	 No No No No No	 No
	 	
Max	Daily	Localized	Emissions	 7 9 3 <1 <1	 <1
SCAQMD	Localized	Thresholds	 – 96 1,113 – 29	 9
Amount	Over/(Under)	 – (87) (1,110) – (29)	 (9)
Exceed	Threshold?	 – No No – No	 No
   

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, Air Quality, Health Risk, and Noise Technical Memorandum (Addendum to the Certified Final 
Environmental Impact Report for Gregory Canyon Landfill, 2009)

 

	

The	SWFP	issued	for	the	alternative	would	limit	the	number	of	trips	per	day	from	all	sources.		On	days	when	
trips	are	used	 to	 truck	 recycled	water	 to	 the	 site,	 less	 trips	would	be	available	 for	other	 types	of	vehicles	
including	waste	collection	trucks.		Thus,	recycled	water	trips	would	not	cause	additional	regional	air	quality	
impacts	within	 the	San	Diego	Air	Basin.	However,	 additional	 analysis	 (provided	below)	of	 the	haul	 trucks	
trips	was	conducted	to	demonstrate	that	no	regional	impacts	would	occur	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.		
A	summary	of	the	emissions	are	provided	in	Table	4.3‐29,	Maximum	Daily	Operational	Emissions	within	the	
South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	 (Recycled	Water	 Trucks).	 	 As	 shown,	 operational	 emissions	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	
applicable	thresholds	and	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

																																																													
69		 Addendum	to	the	Certified	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	December,	2009.	
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Mitigation Measures 

Even	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	the	alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	air	quality	regarding	VOC	and	NOX	
emissions	during	 initial	 construction	 and	operation.	 	 There	 are	no	other	mitigation	measures	 available	 to	
reduce	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	 to	below	 the	AQIA	criteria	 thresholds.	 	Therefore,	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	
during	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	
effect.			

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	
cumulatively	considerable	net	increase	of	any	criteria	pollutant	for	which	the	region	is	in	non‐attainment	under	
an	applicable	 federal	ambient	air	quality	 standard	 (or	exceed	quantitative	 thresholds	 for	O3	precursors,	NOX	
and	VOCs).	

Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 AIR‐3:	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	
cumulatively	 considerable	 net	 increase	 of	 criteria	 pollutants	 for	 which	 the	 region	 is	 in	 non‐
attainment.		Implementation	of	this	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	of	VOCs	and	NOX	that	would	
exceed	the	SDAPCD	thresholds	of	significance	for	ozone	precursors	(NOX	and	VOCs).	 	Therefore,	the	
alternative	would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects.	 	 Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	would	
reduce	emissions	 from	waste	hauling	 trucks	within	 the	 South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	would	 thus	not	
exceed	the	SCAQMD	trigger	levels.		Therefore,	significant	adverse	effects	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	
would	not	occur.	

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	the	emission	of	criteria	pollutants	for	which	the	area	is	
in	non‐attainment	during	both	initial	construction	and	operation.		The	SDAB	is	currently	in	non‐attainment	
for	the	federal	8‐hour	ozone	standard.			

Construction 

As	 discussed	 above,	 construction	 emissions	 from	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 are	 predicted	 to	
exceed	the	regional	threshold	for	VOCs	and	NOX.		Air	dispersion	modeling	was	performed	for	NOX	emissions	
and	 the	 results	 indicate	 that	NOX	emissions	would	not	 result	 in	offsite	 ambient	 concentrations	 that	would	

Table 4.3‐29
 

Maximum Daily Operational Emissions within the South Coast Air Basin (Recycled Water Trucks) 
	

Regional/Localized Emissions 

VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

(Pounds per Day) 

Max	Daily	Regional	Emissions	 4 53 14 <1 3	 3
SCAQMD	Daily	Thresholds	 55 55 550 150 150	 55
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (51) (2) (536) (150) (147)	 (52)
Exceed	Threshold?	 No No No No No	 No
   

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, Air Quality, Health Risk, and Noise Technical Memorandum (Addendum to the Certified Final 
Environmental Impact Report for Gregory Canyon Landfill, 2009) 
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exceed	 the	 applicable	 NAAQS.	 	 However,	 NOX	 and	 VOCs	 are	 both	 ozone	 precursors.	 	 Modeling	 cannot	 be	
performed	 for	 VOCs	 nor	 can	 modeling	 be	 performed	 to	 determine	 regional	 ozone	 impacts	 from	 an	
alternative’s	 ozone	 precursor	 emissions.	 	 Thus,	 notwithstanding	 the	 modeled	 results,	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 contribute	 incrementally	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	 would	 therefore	 result	 in	 a	
significant	adverse	effect	with	respect	to	air	quality.	

Operations 

As	discussed	above,	operation	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	maximum	emissions	of	
VOCs	 and	NOX	 that	would	 exceed	 the	 corresponding	 AQIA	 threshold	 levels.	 	 Emissions	 of	 NOX	 from	 both	
stationary	and	mobile	sources	would	also	exceed	the	SDAPCD	offset	threshold,	and	are	therefore	considered	
to	be	an	adverse	effect.		Operational	air	dispersion	modeling	was	conducted	and	demonstrated	that	impacts	
from	NOX	emissions	would	not	cause	any	exceedances	of	any	of	the	applicable	ambient	air	quality	standards.		
However,	 NOX	 and	 VOCs	 are	 both	 ozone	 precursors.	 	 Modeling	 cannot	 be	 performed	 for	 VOCs	 nor	 can	
modeling	 be	 performed	 to	 determine	 regional	 ozone	 impacts	 from	 an	 alternative’s	 ozone	 precursor	
emissions.	 	 Thus,	 notwithstanding	 the	 modeled	 results,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	
contribute	 incrementally	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	would	 therefore	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	with	
respect	to	air	quality.	

As	previously	discussed,	 this	alternative	would	reduce	emissions	 in	 the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	 	As	a	result	
this	alternative	would	result	in	no	adverse	effects	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.		

Mitigation Measures 

Even	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	 the	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 air	 quality	 regarding	 ozone	
precursor	 emissions	 during	 initial	 construction	 and	 operation.	 	 There	 are	 no	 other	 feasible	 mitigation	
measures	available	to	reduce	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	to	below	the	AQIA	threshold	criteria.			

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	expose	sensitive	
receptors	 (including	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 schools,	 hospitals,	 resident	 care	 facilities,	 or	 day‐care	 centers)	 to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	AIR‐4:	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	expose	sensitive	
receptors	to	substantial	pollutant	concentrations	because	health	risks	would	not	exceed	the	SDAPCD	
thresholds.	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 also	 not	 result	 in	 air	 pollutant	 emissions	 or	 changes	 in	
microclimate	that	would	affect	the	surrounding	agricultural	uses.	 	Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	
effects	would	occur.	

The	nearest	municipality	is	Pala,	approximately	1.5	miles	northeast	of	the	site.		The	nearest	residential	uses	
are	located	to	the	south	and	west	of	the	site	with	other	residential	uses	further	to	the	north.	 	An	air	toxics	
HRA	 was	 conducted	 to	 evaluate	 the	 carcinogenic	 risk	 to	 workers	 resulting	 from	 exposure	 to	 localized	
sources	of	TACs	during	the	operation	of	the	landfill.	 	Short‐term	emission	rates	for	sources	included	in	the	
prior	dispersion	modeling	remain	the	same	while	the	long‐term	emissions	would	be	slightly	reduced	due	to	
the	annual	average	waste	delivery	rate.		Therefore,	the	results	of	the	analysis	for	construction	and	operation	
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are	considered	conservative	estimates	and	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐30,	Summary	of	Health	Risk	Impacts	for	the	
Maximum	Exposed	Individual	Risk.		

Table 4.3‐30

 
Summary of Health Risk Impacts for the Maximum Exposed Individual 

 

AQIAa 

Initial 
Construction 

Year 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year 

Future 
Interim 

Operational 
Year 

Final 
Operational 

Year 
Closing 
Year 

Cancer	Risk	(x	10‐6)b	 8.5	 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5	 8.5
Chronic	HI	 0.15	 0.22 0.12 0.11 0.08	 0.15
Acute	HI	 0.03	 0.05 0.03 0.10 0.14	 0.14

   

a  Tables 4.14 and 4.15 of Permit Application (Volume VII). 
b   The  impact for each construction and operational year  is highly variable as  it  is a function of construction and operations  in 

any given year.  The total 70‐year cancer risk, including construction, is 8.5 x 10
‐6.  Assuming that a single year occurring for 70 

years would yield a cancer risk of 8.0 x 10‐6 for the initial construction year, 31.8 x 10‐6 for the initial operational year, 6.8 x 10‐6 
for the interim operational year, 8.4 x 10‐6 for the future interim operational year, 11.8 x 10‐6 for the final operational year, and 
13.7 x 10

‐6 for the closing year. 
 
Source:   Gregory Canyon  Landfill Revised Final EIR, 2007 and Kleinfelder, Volume VII: Updated Air Quality  Impact Analysis and 

Health Risk Assessment for the Proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill, 2010
 

	

The	cancer	risk	results	for	the	AQIA	presented	in	Table	4.3‐30	assume	a	continuous	70‐year	exposure.		The	
impact	for	each	operational	year	is	highly	variable	as	it	is	a	function	of	operations	in	any	given	year.		As	an	
example,	the	initial	construction	year	and	initial	operational	year	with	simultaneous	construction	of	Phase	II	
would	contribute	to	potential	cancer	risk	for	only	those	years	that	the	activities	would	occur.		Therefore,	the	
potential	cancer	risk	was	adjusted	to	account	for	the	variability	in	construction,	operations,	and	landfill	gas	
generation	rates.		The	AQIA	reported	a	maximum	total	70‐year	cancer	risk	of	8.5	x	10‐6,	which	is	below	the	
criteria	of	10	x	10‐6.	

Potential Health Risk Impacts 

There	are	two	types	of	health	effects	associated	with	DPM:		(1)	direct	acute	and	chronic	health	effects	and	(2)	
potential	carcinogenesis.		The	potential	direct	acute	and	chronic	health	effects	of	full	scale	landfill	operations	
are	 relatively	 small,	 less	 than	22	percent	of	health	 thresholds	of	 concern	 (i.e.,	 a	Hazard	 Index	of	 0.22,	 see	
Table	4.3‐30).		Since	emissions	from	the	on‐road	trucks	are	much	less	than	other	operational	emissions,	the	
on‐road	trucks	would	not	cause	an	exceedance	of	the	direct	acute	and	chronic	health	thresholds	of	concern	
(i.e.,	the	Hazard	Index	would	remain	much	less	than	1.0).	

The	potential	cancer	risk	of	full	scale	landfill	operations	is	shown	in	Table	4.3‐30	as	8.5	in	a	million	for	years	
‐1	 through	 69	 (i.e.,	 70‐year	 lifetime	 exposure).	 	 This	 value	 was	 based	 on	 emission	 factors	 of	 potential	
carcinogenic	compounds	from	landfill	gas	published	in	the	USEPA	AP‐42,	Chapter	2,	dated	November,	1998.		
In	 addition,	 it	was	 conservatively	 assumed	 that	 off‐road	 equipment	 did	 not	 have	 diesel	 particulate	 filters	
(DPF)	 installed.	 	 For	 the	assessment	of	potential	 cancer	 risk	due	 to	 the	 combination	of	 landfill	 operations	
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plus	 on‐road	 equipment,	 the	 emissions	 presented	 in	 the	 AQIA	 were	 updated	 by	 implementing	 design	
features	of	the	alternative	and	using:	 	(1)	the	updated	emission	factors	for	the	carcinogenic	constituents	of	
landfill	 gas	 as	 published	 in	 the	 October	 2008	 draft	 AP‐42	 Chapter	 2	 publication,	 and	 (2)	 reducing	 DPM	
emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	by	85	percent	as	the	result	of	installing	DPFs	on	all	off‐road	diesel	fueled	
equipment.	 	 With	 the	 implementation	 of	 design	 features,	 the	 resultant	 maximum	 residential	 cancer	 risk,	
which	 includes	 landfill	 gas	 constituents,	 off‐road	 equipment	 DPM,	 and	 on‐road	 vehicle	 DPM	 would	 be	
reduced	 to	 5.4	 in	 a	 million.	 	 This	 value	 is	 less	 than	 the	 10‐in‐a‐million	 threshold	 for	 cancer	 risk.	 	 Thus,	
including	on‐road	vehicles	would	not	exceed	the	cancer	risk	criteria	of	10‐in‐a‐million.	

It	 is	 important	 to	note	 that	cancer	risk	 is	based	on	an	adult	being	exposed	 for	24	hours	per	day,	each	and	
every	 day,	 over	 a	 70‐year	 period.	 	 The	 risk	 associated	 with	 alternative‐related	 activity	 for	 each	 of	 the	
operation	 years	was	 analyzed	 as	 if	 each	 scenario	 could	 occur	 over	 the	 entire	 70‐year	 exposure	 duration.		
This	assumption	would	not	actually	occur,	since	the	landfill	 is	expected	to	have	a	30‐year	life,	and	periodic	
construction	would	only	occur	approximately	every	two	to	three	years	over	the	course	of	the	first	20	years	of	
the	 life	 of	 the	 landfill.	 	 This	 conservative	 assumption	 overestimates	 the	 cancer	 risk	 by	 57	 percent.	 	 A	 57	
percent	 reduction	would	 result	 in	 a	 cancer	 risk	of	 approximately	 3.7	 in	 one	million.	 	 In	 addition,	 it	 is	 not	
likely	that	any	of	the	land	uses	within	the	surrounding	area	would	expose	people	for	24	hours	per	day,	since	
people	do	not	spend	24	hours	per	day	every	day	at	home	or	at	work	for	a	70‐year	duration.	

Potential Impacts to Avocados and Citrus from Dust and Particulate Matter 

San	Diego	County's	semi‐arid	climate	 is	one	 in	which	both	avocados	and	citrus	thrive.	 	Additional	avocado	
and	citrus	crops	are	raised	throughout	Southern	California,	including	areas	in	the	SCAQMD	where	dust	and	
particulate	matter	routinely	exceed	both	the	state	and	federal	standards	for	acceptable	air	quality.	

The	area	around	the	site	currently	meets	the	federal	particulate	standard	and	operations	at	the	landfill	are	
not	expected	to	cause	the	ambient	levels	of	particulate	matter	to	exceed	this	standard.		A	search	of	the	CARB	
Five	Year	Reports	on	Air	Pollution	Damage	to	California	Crops	published	in	1985,	1990	and	1995	did	not	list	
avocados	or	citrus	as	a	crop	damaged	by	dust.	

In	summary,	the	avocado	and	citrus	industry	thrives	in	hot	dry	climates,	including	routine	exposure	to	hot,	
dry,	and	dusty	Santa	Ana	winds.		Dust	and	particulate	matter	have	not	been	identified	as	a	major	impact	to	
avocado	or	citrus	trees,	blossoms	or	pollination.		Additionally,	the	tough	outer	skin	of	both	the	avocado	and	
citrus	fruit	would	seem	to	be	very	resistant	to	dust.	

Potential for Microclimate Changes 

The	 area	 on	 site	 occupied	 by	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 components	 (approximately	 309	 acres)	 would	 be	
modified	 into	 a	 small	 basin	 or	 depression,	 thereby	 possibly	 altering	 the	 drainage	 of	 cold	 air	 down	 the	
existing	slopes	of	the	canyon.	

While	a	small	pocket	of	cold	air	could	be	trapped	in	this	depression,	it	would	be	localized	to	the	bottom	of	the	
landfill	footprint	where	there	is	no	mechanism	for	this	cold	air	to	spill	over	or	affect	adjacent	areas.		Adverse	
effects	would	be	 limited	by	 the	 small	 size	of	 the	 landfill	 basin,	 as	 compared	 to	 the	much	 larger	 floor	 area	
(12,000	acres)	of	the	entire	canyon.		An	assessment	of	the	potential	change	suggests	a	less	than	a	one	degree	
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Fahrenheit	temperature	drop	could	occur	in	the	landfill	footprint	area.		This	is	not	a	significant	temperature	
change.	

With	respect	to	the	frost	hardness	of	agricultural	crops,	especially	avocados,	the	surrounding	area	routinely	
sees	 occurrences	 of	 temperatures	 dipping	 below	 32	 degrees	 Fahrenheit.	 	 As	 noted	 above,	 microclimate	
effects	would	be	limited	to	the	landfill	itself,	and	should	pose	no	danger	to	the	surrounding	agricultural	uses.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	exposure	of	sensitive	populations	to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 create	
objectionable	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	people.	

Impact	 Statement	Gregory	AIR‐5:	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	 include	 the	 use	 of	
daily	 landfill	cover	and	a	gas	collection	system.	 	Odors	originating	 from	 landfill	gases	produced	by	
this	 alternative	 are	 expected	 to	 be	 below	 the	 detectable	 limit	 at	 sensitive	 receptor	 locations.		
Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	create	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	persons	and	no	
significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Buried	 solid	waste	 generates	methane,	 carbon	 dioxide,	 and	 other	 trace	 gases,	 some	 of	which	 have	 strong	
odors.		There	are	three	primary	control	mechanisms	incorporated	into	the	alternatives	to	control	landfill	gas	
and	thus	odors:		(1)	minimize	the	size	of	the	working	face;	(2)	application	of	daily	and	intermediate	cover;	
and	 (3)	 installation	 of	 the	 landfill	 gas	 system.	 	 In	 addition,	 potential	 odor	 problems	 could	 occur	 if	 the	 fill	
surface,	due	to	differential	settlement	or	subsidence,	cracks,	which	would	allow	the	landfill	gases	to	escape	
into	the	atmosphere.		As	part	of	the	normal	operation,	any	cracks	found	in	the	surface	of	the	landfill	would	be	
filled.	 	In	addition	to	minimizing	the	working	face,	and	the	use	of	cover,	the	gas	collection	system,	which	is	
proposed	as	part	of	the	alternative,	would	eliminate	most	of	the	gas	released	into	the	atmosphere.		The	gas	
collection	system	would	consist	of	a	series	of	collection	wells	interconnected	by	aboveground	laterals	(pipes)	
and	a	main	header	pipe	connected	to	a	flare	station.		A	slight	vacuum	would	be	placed	on	the	piping,	which	
would	draw	the	landfill	gas	out	of	the	decomposing	solid	waste	and	into	the	piping.		The	collected	gas	would	
be	 burned,	 and	 the	 odors	 destroyed	 in	 the	 combustion	 process.	 	 The	 gas	 collection	 system,	 including	
additional	 collection	wells	 and	 flares,	would	 be	 expanded	 as	 the	 landfill	 is	 developed	 to	 provide	 ongoing	
control	 within	 the	 performance	 criteria	 established	 and	mandated	 by	 the	 SDAPCD	 and	 state	 and	 federal	
regulations.	

A	 literature	 review	 of	 landfill	 gas	 and	 odors	 provides	 a	 mechanism	 for	 both	 a	 qualitative	 and	 semi‐
quantitative	 evaluation	 of	 the	 potential	 for	 odors	 at	 the	 site	 boundary.	 	 Some	 of	 the	 organic	 compounds	
found	in	 landfills,	such	as	mercaptans	and	sulfides,	contain	sulfur	and	are	known	to	have	easily	detectable	
odors.	 	 Each	 sulfur	 compound	 has	 a	 minimum	 detectable	 concentration,	 below	 which	 no	 odor	 can	 be	
discerned.	
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USEPA	has	extensively	studied	landfill	gas	compositions	throughout	the	United	States.		Typical	values	found	
for	methane	and	total	sulfur	compounds	are:		Methane	(50	percent)	=	500,000	ppm	and	sulfur	compounds	=	
50	ppm.		The	ratio	of	sulfur	compounds	to	methane	in	landfill	gas	is	one	to	10,000.	

USEPA	 has	 also	 studied	 the	 concentrations	 of	 methane	 which	 occur	 at	 the	 surface	 of	 landfills.	 	 USEPA	
monitoring	has	shown	these	methane	concentrations	range	between	one	and	20	ppm.		Assuming	the	highest	
concentration	 for	 surface	 level	methane	 occurs	 at	 the	 proposed	 landfill,	 the	 resulting	 concentration	 of	 all	
sulfur	 compounds	 released	 to	 the	 atmosphere	would	 be	 2	 ppb.	 	 The	 noticeable	 odor	 threshold	 for	 sulfur	
compounds	are	200	ppb	for	hydrogen	sulfide	and	27	ppb	for	mercaptans.		Thus,	the	maximum	concentration	
of	any	sulfur	compound	having	an	odor	would	remain	at	least	one	order	of	magnitude	(ten‐fold)	lower	than	
the	detectable	limit	by	the	human	nose,	and	the	potential	odor	impacts	caused	by	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	would	be	below	the	criterion.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	odors.		No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	create	potential	
visibility	impacts	to	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	Area.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	AIR‐6:	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	create	visibility	
impacts	to	nearby	Class	I	Wilderness	Areas.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

A	 screening	 analysis	 was	 performed	 by	 PCR	 Services	 Corporation	 to	 evaluate	 the	 potential	 for	 plume	
visibility	 at	 the	 Agua	 Tibia	 Wilderness	 Area	 due	 to	 pollutant	 emissions	 from	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative.	 	For	this	analysis,	the	VISCREEN	model	calculated	plume	perceptibility	for	34	lines	of	sight	for	
both	 inside	and	outside	views.	 	The	 lines	of	 sight	 span	 from	one	degree	 to	160	degrees	 in	 each	direction,	
relative	 to	 the	 line	 connecting	 the	observer	 and	 the	 source.	 	Model	 results	 are	provided	 for	 two	assumed	
maximum	impact	sun	angles.		The	“forward	scatter”	case	refers	to	a	situation	in	which	the	sun	is	in	front	of	
the	observer	such	that	the	scattering	angle	(the	vertical	angle	relative	to	the	horizon)	is	10	degrees.		Such	a	
sun	angle	would	tend	to	maximize	the	light	scattered	by	plume	particulates	and	maximize	the	brightness	of	
the	plume.	 	 In	 reality,	 such	a	 sun	angle	may	or	may	not	occur	during	maximum	 impact	 conditions	 for	 the	
given	lines	of	sight.		The	“backward	scatter”	case	refers	to	a	situation	in	which	the	sun	is	behind	the	observer	
such	that	the	scattering	angle	is	140	degrees.		A	plume	is	likely	to	appear	the	darkest	with	such	a	sun	angle.		

The	maximum	calculated	Delta‐E	and	plume	contrast	values	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐31,	Results	of	VISCREEN	
Model	 Screening	Analysis.	 	 Asterisks	 denote	 values	 that	 exceed	 the	 screening	 criteria.	 	 Delta‐E	 and	 plume	
contrast	 values	 for	 all	 lines	of	 sight	 are	 included	 in	Appendix	F.	 	 The	 results	 in	Table	4.3‐31	 indicate	 that	
maximum	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 emissions	 would	 not	 create	 a	 visible	 plume	 at	 the	 closest	
vantage	point	within	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	Area.		One	line	of	sight	shows	an	exceedance	of	the	screening	
criteria,	however,	 this	 line	of	sight	 is	physically	unrealistic.	 	The	angle		 equals	1.4	degrees	 for	 this	 line	of	
sight.	 	If	the	observer	is	looking	outside	of	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	Area	at	a	1.4	degree	angle	relative	to	
the	line	connecting	the	observer	and	the	source,	the	10	degree	forward	scatter	and	the	140	degree	backward	
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scatter	of	the	sun	are	not	possible	at	any	time	during	the	year.		Therefore,	it	is	determined	that	the	emissions	
from	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	cause	significant	adverse	plume	visibility	effects	to	the	
Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	Area	because	screening	decisions	are	based	only	on	the	maximum	impacts	associated	
with	realistic	geometries.70			

Along	most	 points	 of	 common	 public	 access,	 potential	marginal	 visibility	 of	 any	 landfill	 emissions	 plume	
would	not	be	adverse	because	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	Area	is	screened	from	view	by	intervening	terrain.		
Topographic	 cross‐sections	 from	 various	 viewing	 angles	 show	 the	 wilderness	 to	 be	 mainly	 blocked	 by	
terrain.		Only	the	top	of	Agua	Tibia	Mountain	is	visible	from	most	locations.	

Representative	 terrain	 cross‐sections	 were	 constructed	 from	 three	 vantage	 points.	 	 Along	 I‐15	 across	
Rainbow	 Valley,	 and	 from	 the	 Palomar	 Lookout,	 views	 of	 the	 mountain	 and	 wilderness	 area	 are	 fully	
obstructed.		From	a	few	locations	along	SR	76,	where	the	river	valley	broadens,	the	top	few	hundred	feet	of	
the	Agua	Tibia	Mountain	are	visible.	 	However,	surface‐based	emissions	would	blow	around	the	top	of	 the	
mountain,	and	not	over	the	crest.		Any	off‐site	views	would	thus	be	negligible.	

Visibility	 impacts	are	therefore	not	considered	adverse	because	(1)	the	visibility	threshold	criteria	are	not	
exceeded	at	points	within	the	Wilderness	Area,	and	(2)	views	of	the	Wilderness	Area	from	public	roads	(I‐15,	

																																																													
70		 USEPA’s	Workbook	for	Plume	Visual	Impact	Screening	and	Analysis,	revised	October,	1992.	

Table 4.3‐31

 
Results of VISCREEN Model Screening Analysis 

(Gregory Canyon Landfill/Agua Tibia Wilderness Area) 
 

Background  Scattering 

Estimated Maximum Visual Impact on Agua Tibia Wilderness Area 

Delta‐E  Plume Contrast 

Screening Criteria  Plume  Screening Criteria  Plume 

Inside	of	Wilderness	Area	 	
Sky	 Forward	 2.0 0.4 0.05	 ‐0.001
Sky	 Backward	 2.0 0.2 0.05	 ‐0.003

Terrain	 Forward	 2.0 0.3 0.05	 0.003
Terrain	 Backward	 2.0 0.1 0.05	 0.002

Outside	of	Wilderness	Area	 	
Sky	 Forward	 2.0 2.5a 0.05	 ‐0.004
Sky	 Backward	 2.0 0.9 0.05	 ‐0.017

Terrain	 Forward	 2.0 1.9 0.05	 0.017
Terrain	 Backward	 2.0 0.7 0.05	 0.011

   

Note: A positive or negative  value  for plume  contrast  indicates  that  the plume  is either brighter or darker  than  the  viewing 
background. 

a  Exceeds screening criteria. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, Gregory Canyon Landfill Revised Final EIR, 2007 
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SR	 76,	 and	 County	 Roads	 S6	 and	 S7)	 are	 partially	 or	 fully	 obstructed	 such	 that	 the	 visual	 quality	 of	 the	
wilderness	would	not	be	impaired.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	visibility	effects.		No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	

Greenhouse Gases 

Initial Construction 

Initial	construction	activities	associated	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	emit	GHGs	during	
construction	activities	which	would	take	approximately	nine	to	twelve	months.		Construction	would	occur	10	
hours	 per	 day,	 six	 days	 per	 week.	 	 Emissions	 of	 GHGs	 from	 fossil	 fuel	 powered	 on‐site	 construction	
equipment	and	off‐site	vehicles	used	to	transport	construction	workers	and	supplies	were	calculated	for	the	
same	years	as	the	criteria	pollutants	using	emission	factors	from	CalEEMod	and	EMFAC2011.		Results	of	this	
analysis	 are	 presented	 in	Table	4.3‐32,	Annual	GHG	Emissions	 (MTCO2e/yr).	 	 The	Draft	NEPA	Guidance	on	
Consideration	 of	 the	 Effects	 of	 Climate	 Change	 and	 Greenhouse	 Gas	 Emissions,	 advises	 that	 a	 proposed	
action	could	be	adverse	if	it	would	be	reasonably	anticipated	to	cause	direct	emissions	of	25,000	metric	tons	
of	CO2e	annually.		As	shown,	GHG	emissions	would	not	exceed	the	criteria	in	the	Draft	NEPA	guidance.		

Operation 

Operational	 GHG	 emissions	 from	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 result	 from	 landfill	 gas	
emissions,	 emissions	 from	electrical	 generation	 turbines	 and	 flare	 systems,	 fuel	 combustion	 from	on‐	 and	
off‐road	vehicles	and	equipment,	indirect	emissions	from	off‐site	electricity	generation,	and	energy	related	to	
on‐site	water	use.			

Municipal	landfills	accept	both	organic	and	inorganic	wastes.		Most	of	the	gases	generated	by	decomposition	
of	 organic	 waste	 are	 expected	 to	 be	 captured	 through	 the	 landfill	 gas	 collection	 control	 system.		
Decomposition	 of	 organic	 waste	 results	 in	 CO2	 emissions	 as	 does	 combustion	 of	 the	 landfill	 gas.	 	 It	 was	
assumed	that	75	percent	of	 landfill	gas	would	be	collected	through	the	gas	collection	system	and	piped	to	
external	 controls.	 	The	remaining	25	percent	of	 landfill	 gas	would	be	emitted	at	 the	 landfill	 surface.	 	Both	
processes	convert	the	landfill	methane	to	CO2,	a	less	potent	GHG.		USEPA’s	AP‐42	Report	on	Municipal	Solid	
Waste	Landfills	states	that	the	bulk	of	CO2	is	formed	by	combustion	of	CH4	during	ignition	of	the	landfill	gas	
in	the	turbines	and	flare.		Bio‐degradable	waste	would	decompose	to	CO2	under	aerobic	conditions	if	it	were	
not	 disposed	of	 at	 a	 landfill.	 	 Therefore,	 CO2	 emissions	 from	both	 fugitive	 landfill	 gas	 and	 flare	 emissions	
were	 considered	 to	 occur	with	 or	without	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative.	 	However,	 CH4	 emissions	
would	not	form	without	a	landfill,	as	all	of	the	biodegradable	carbon	contained	in	the	waste	would	otherwise	
be	converted	to	CO2.	
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As	stated	above,	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	emit	CO2	as	a	result	of	biodegradable	organic	
materials	 and	 additional	 CO2	 formed	 during	 the	 combustion	 of	 landfill	 gas.	 	 Decomposition	 of	 organic	
materials	 (e.g.,	 food	 wastes,	 crop	 wastes,	 etc.)	 is	 the	 primary	 source	 of	 CO2	 released	 from	 landfills.	 	 CO2	
emission	from	the	decomposition	of	organic	material	is	part	of	the	natural	carbon	cycle,	therefore,	landfills	
would	 not	 generate	 a	 net	 increase	 in	 organic	 CO2	 emissions	 if	 the	 emissions	 are	 released	 back	 to	 the	
environment,	since	these	emissions	would	naturally	occur	anyway.		Organic	CO2	emissions	can	therefore	be	
considered	as	not	resulting	from	the	landfill	and	do	not	have	to	be	counted	as	landfill	GHG	emissions.		On	July	
1,	2011,	the	USEPA	issued	a	final	rule,	deferring	for	a	three‐year	period,	the	GHG	permitting	requirements	for	
CO2	emissions	 from	biogenic	 (organic)	sources.	 	Therefore,	organic	CO2	emissions	are	subtracted	 from	the	
total	GHG	emissions	associated	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	

Annual	GHG	emissions	were	calculated	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐
32.	 	As	shown,	GHG	emissions	would	generally	be	reduced	compared	to	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
due	 to	 a	 reduction	 in	 vmt	 from	 geographically	 locating	 a	 landfill	 in	 northern	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 GHG	
emissions	would	be	higher	during	construction	and	closing	years	due	to	the	emissions	from	the	additional	
off‐road	equipment	needed	to	construct	and	close	the	landfill.		Operational	and	post‐closure	GHG	emissions	
generated	by	fugitive	landfill	gas	and	by	emissions	from	the	landfill	gas	flare	were	quantified;	however,	the	

Table 4.3‐32
 

Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) 
	

Source 

Initial 
Construction 

Year 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year 

Future 
Interim 

Operational 
Year 

Final 
Operational 

Year 
Closing 
Year 

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
Landfill	Operations	 12,208	 12,808 3,417 3,413 4,277	 7,364
On‐Road	Trucks	 —	 9,837 8,710 8,584 8,584	 13,005
Energy	 —	 71 71 71 71	 71
Water	 35	 35 35 35 35	 35
Landfill	Gasa	 —	 — 418,017 418,017 418,017	 418,017
Subtotal	 12,243	 22,751 430,250 430,120 430,984	 438,492
	 	 	
No		Federal	Action	Alternative	
Subtotalb	 —	 15,702 434,602 434,439 434,439	 434,439
	 	 	
Net	Total	Emissionsc	 12,243	 7,049	 (4,352) (4,319) (3,455)	 4,053	
   

a  Landfill gas emissions, which  includes  flaring emissions, are  included as part of  the baseline  (No Action) scenario because 
they would be generated regardless of where the waste was deposited.  The GHG emissions are calculated using CalEEMod, 
based on 1 million tons per year of municipal solid waste.  For comparison purposes, landfill gas GHG emissions are included 
for the years in which the build alternatives would be  in operation and are assumed to occur in the year after the waste is 
deposited. 

b  See discussion of greenhouse gas emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
c  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the 

emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
 
Source:  PCR Services, 2012
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landfill	 gas	 emissions	 are	 considered	 to	 be	 part	 of	 the	 baseline	 because	 the	 GHG	 emissions	 would	 be	
generated	 regardless	of	where	 the	waste	was	deposited.	 	The	majority	 of	 the	 landfill’s	direct	 and	 indirect	
GHG	emissions	would	occur	during	active	operation	of	the	landfill.		On	the	other	hand,	GHG	emissions	from	
fugitive	landfill	gas	and	the	flare	would	continue	to	occur	after	the	landfill	has	closed.		AB	32	is	anticipated	to	
secure	 emission	 reductions	 through	 a	 variety	 of	 mechanisms,	 such	 as	 increasing	 energy	 efficiency	 and	
introducing	more	 renewable	 energy	 sources.	 	 CARB	has	 already	begun	 to	 adopt	 strategies	 to	 reduce	GHG	
emissions	 under	 AB	 32.	 	 One	 such	 strategy,	 Reducing	 Methane	 Emissions	 from	 Municipal	 Solid	 Waste	
Landfills,	 is	 one	 of	 the	 nine	 discrete	 early	 action	 measures	 in	 the	 Climate	 Change	 Scoping	 Plan	 that	 is	
estimated	to	reduce	as	much	as	one	million	metric	tons	of	CO2e.		This	regulation	became	effective	on	June	17,	
2010.		It	requires	owners	and	operators	of	certain	uncontrolled	landfills	to	install	gas	collection	and	control	
systems,	 and	 requires	 existing	 and	 newly	 installed	 gas	 collection	 and	 control	 systems	 to	 operate	 in	 an	
optimal	manner	with	the	best	available	control	technology	(75	percent	collection	efficiency	and	98.2	percent	
control	efficiency	for	landfill	gas	constituents	in	gas	turbines).		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	
have	a	gas	collection	and	control	system	which	meets	these	requirements	as	part	of	its	design.			

Other	 strategies	 included	 in	 the	Climate	Change	Scoping	Plan	 to	 reduce	GHG	emissions	 include,	California	
Light‐Duty	 Vehicle	 GHG	 Standards,	 Energy	 Efficiency,	 Renewables	 Portfolio	 Standard,	 Low	 Carbon	 Fuel	
Standard,	 Vehicle	 Efficiency	 Measures,	 and	 Heavy/Medium‐Duty	 Vehicles.	 	 While	 applicable	 to	 the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 these	measures	 are	 not	 generally	 under	 the	 control	 of	 the	 applicant	 or	
local	agencies.	 	Since	these	measures	are	under	development	and	regulations	have	not	yet	been	adopted	at	
this	 time,	 they	 have	 not	 been	 included	 in	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 GHG	 reductions	 from	
these	 strategies	 have	 not	 been	 calculated.	 	 Comparing	 GHG	 emissions	 from	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 with	 the	 implementing	 programs	 and	 regulations	 to	 achieve	 the	 statewide	 GHG	 emission	
reduction	goals	of	AB	32	is	difficult.		Nonetheless,	emission	reductions	from	these	strategies	are	anticipated	
to	occur	as	CARB	adopts	and	implements	regulations	under	AB	32.		Since	they	have	not	been	included	in	the	
analysis,	the	results	are	conservative	and	emissions	would	likely	be	less	due	to	these	measures,	with	which	
the	applicant	would	have	to	comply.	

There	are	no	science‐based	GHG	significance	thresholds	applicable	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
that	have	been	adopted	by	regulation	by	the	federal	government	or	the	state.		In	the	absence	of	an	adopted	
or	science‐based	GHG	threshold,	no	determination	as	to	the	significance	of	this	alternative’s	GHG	emissions	
is	made.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	would	 reduce	 GHG	 emissions	 to	 the	 extent	 feasible	 through	 design	
features.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

4.3.4  NO FEDERAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.3.4.1  Affected Environment  

The	affected	environment	for	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	in	both	regional	and	local	contexts,	would	be	
the	 same	 as	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 would	 provide	 a	
conservation	bank	at	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site.		Solid	waste	disposal	would	continue	to	occur	
generally	as	it	does	under	existing	conditions.	
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As	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 3,	 Description	 of	 Alternatives,	 under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 waste	
generated	 in	 North	 San	 Diego	 County	would	 continue	 to	 be	 disposed	 of	 at	 landfills	within	 the	 County	 or	
outside	of	the	County	as	is	currently	the	case.		Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	waste	generated	in	or	
near	North	County	would	continue	to	be	disposed	of	at	Sycamore	Canyon,	Otay,	Miramar,	Prima	Deshecha	
(Orange	 County),	 and	 El	 Sobrante	 (Riverside	 County)	 Landfills.	 	 Both	 Prima	 Deshecha	 and	 El	 Sobrante	
Landfills	are	located	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	 	In‐County	capacity	would	be	exhausted	by	2024,	absent	
the	development	of	a	new	landfill.		As	available	disposal	capacity	is	exhausted	in	the	County,	there	would	be	
a	 greater	 reliance	on	out‐of‐County	disposal	 facilities.	 	Based	on	 information	and	analysis	provided	 in	 the	
Needs	Assessment	included	as	Appendix	B	of	this	EIS,	it	is	assumed	that	by	2025,	and	as	in‐County	capacity	
is	exceeded,	solid	waste	generated	in	San	Diego	County	would	be	exported.		Given	limitations	presented	by	a	
number	of	contractual	and	economic	practicalities,	with	no	new	or	expanded	landfill	development	occurring	
under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	 it	 is	assumed	that	by	2025	San	Diego	County’s	waste	would	most	
likely	be	exported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	in	Riverside	County.		Waste	would	be	collected	as	it	is	currently,	
taken	to	transfer	stations	and	then	trucked	via	transfer	trucks	to	El	Sobrante	Landfill.			

4.3.4.2  Design Features 

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	include	any	design	features	with	respect	to	air	quality.	

4.3.4.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	 if	 the	alternative	would	conflict	with	or	
obstruct	implementation	of	the	San	Diego	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AIR‐1:	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	conflict	with	
implementation	 of	 the	 RAQS	 or	 the	 applicable	 portions	 of	 the	 SIP.	 	 Therefore,	 impacts	would	 be	
considered	not	adverse.			

Under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property	 would	 remain	 undeveloped	 and	
limited	 construction	 activity	 would	 occur	 to	 implement	 the	 conservation	 bank.	 	 Emissions	 of	 criteria	
pollutants	would	be	minimal	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site.		As	a	result,	there	would	be	no	air	quality	impacts	
and	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	present	no	conflict	with	implementation	of	the	RAQS	or	the	SIP.			

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	regarding	implementation	of	the	RAQS	or	the	SIP	would	not	be	adverse.		No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.	

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	
that	would	violate	any	air	quality	standard	or	contribute	substantially	to	an	existing	or	projected	air	quality	
violation.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AIR‐2:	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	 result	 in	
violations	 of	 air	 quality	 standards	 or	 contribute	 to	 existing	 or	 projected	 violations	 in	 the	 SDAB.		
Therefore,	 impacts	would	 be	 considered	 not	 adverse.	 	 The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	would	
potentially	 result	 in	 violations	 of	 air	 quality	 standards	 or	 contribute	 to	 existing	 or	 projected	
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violations	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	Air	Basin.	 	Therefore,	 significant	 adverse	 effects	would	 occur	 in	 the	
South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

San Diego Air Basin 

Under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site	 would	 remain	
undeveloped	 and	 limited	 construction	 activities	 would	 occur	 to	 implement	 the	 conservation	 bank.		
Emissions	of	criteria	pollutants	would	be	minimal	at	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site.	 	Regionally,	
emissions	from	the	transport	of	waste	by	trash	trucks	would	occur	as	they	would	under	existing	conditions,	
as	shown	in	Table	4.3‐33,	Summary	of	Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Baseline	Emissions	(San	Diego	Air	Basin).		
As	discussed	previously,	in‐County	capacity	would	be	exhausted	by	2024,	absent	the	development	of	a	new	
landfill.	 	 Therefore,	 under	 the	No	 Federal	 Action	Alternative,	 the	 emissions	 inventory	 associated	with	 the	
existing	on‐road	haul	trucks	would	change	as	a	result	of	changing	vmt	as	the	waste	is	transported	to	out‐of‐
County	 landfills.	 	 The	 change	 in	 on‐road	 haul	 truck	 emissions	 in	 the	 SDAB	 is	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.3‐33.		
However,	because	the	waste	would	be	transported	out‐of‐County	landfills,	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
would	also	reduce	emissions	within	the	SDAB	from	off‐road	equipment	used	to	deposit	the	waste	and	from	
landfill	gas	and	flaring.		As	a	result,	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	cause	any	new	violations	of	
air	quality	standards,	nor	would	it	contribute	to	existing	or	projected	violations	in	the	SDAB.		For	comparison	
purposes,	 the	 emissions	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.3‐33	 are	 presented	 for	 key	 activity	 periods	 for	 the	 build	
alternatives.	 	 For	 example,	 the	 “initial	 operational	 year”	 shows	 emissions	 that	would	 occur	 under	 the	No	
Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 in	 the	 SDAB	 for	 the	 same	 period	 as	 the	 initial	 operational	 year	 for	 the	 build	
alternatives.	

South Coast Air Basin 

Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	waste	generated	in	San	Diego	County	would	be	exported	to	out‐of‐
County	 landfills	 by	 2025.	 	 Consequently,	 as	 waste	 would	 be	 transported	 to	 out‐of‐County	 landfills,	
specifically	 El	 Sobrante	 landfill	 in	 Riverside	 County,	 emissions	 under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	
would	 potentially	 increase	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	 due	 to	 increased	 vmt	 from	 on‐road	 haul	 trucks,	
increased	 use	 of	 off‐road	 equipment	 to	 deposit	 the	 waste	 and	 increased	 landfill	 gas	 and	 flaring.	 	 The	
estimated	emissions	 in	 the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	under	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	are	provided	 in	
Table	4.3‐34,	Estimated	Maximum	Daily	Baseline	Emissions	(South	Coast	Air	Basin).		The	emissions	are	based	
on	approximately	12.3	percent	of	 the	maximum	daily	(i.e.,	5,000	tons	per	day)	waste	being	transported	to	
Prima	Deshecha	and	El	Sobrante	during	the	initial	operational	year	and	100	percent	of	the	maximum	daily	
(i.e.,	5,000	tons	per	day)	waste	being	transported	to	El	Sobrante	during	the	interim	operational	year	or	later.		
Emissions	 from	 on‐site	 equipment	 assume	 compliance	 with	 Tier	 2	 standards.	 	 As	 shown,	 under	 the	 No	
Federal	Action	Alternative,	emissions	of	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	would	potentially	increase	in	the	South	Coast	
Air	Basin	 in	excess	of	 the	SCAQMD	daily	thresholds	 for	operational	emissions.	 	 It	should	be	noted	that	the	
South	Coast	Air	Basin	 is	 in	 non‐attainment	 of	 the	 federal	 and	 state	 standards	 for	 ozone	 (NOX	 is	 an	 ozone	
precursor),	PM10,	and	PM2.5	and	that	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	is	designated	as	“extreme”	non‐attainment	for	
ozone,	which	 is	a	worse	designation	 than	 the	SDAB,	which	 is	designated	as	 “marginal”	non‐attainment	 for	
ozone.		Thus,	under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	emissions	of	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	would	increase	in	
an	 air	 basin	 that	 already	 experiences	 ozone	 and	 particulate	 matter	 concentrations	 well	 in	 excess	 of	 the	
federal	and	state	standards	and	in	excess	of	the	concentrations	found	in	the	SCAQMD.	
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Table 4.3‐33
 

Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Baseline Emissions (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activitya  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	Initial	Operational	Year (All	Build	Alternatives)
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 8 189 28 0 4 4	 1 18 3 0 0 0

Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 13  712  128  1  8  5  1  71  13  0.1  0.8  0.5 

Fugitive	Dust	 0 0 0 0 714 141	 0 0 0 0 31 7

Subtotal	 21  901  156  1  726  150  2  89  16  0  32  8 

No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	Interim	Operational	Year (All	Build	Alternatives)

Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 5  241  49  1  3  2  0  24  5  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotal	 5  241  49  1  3  2  0  24  5  0.1  0.3  0.2 

No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	Future	Interim	Operational	Yearb /		Final	Operational	Yearc	/	Post‐Closure	Yeard

Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotal	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	Final	Operational	Yeare /	Closing	Yeare

Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotal	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 
   

a  For estimating  the  incremental  increase  in emissions  from  the build alternatives, emissions are  included  in the baseline  for the same years  in which  the build alternatives 
would be  in operation.   For  comparison purposes,  the  landfill equipment emissions are  those occurring  in  the San Diego Air Basin.   For  the  future  interim operational,  final 
operational, closing, and post‐closure years, the No Federal Action Alternative would transport waste to El Sobrante landfill in Riverside County, which is in the South Coast Air 
Basin.  Therefore, the only baseline emissions in the San Diego Air Basin would occur from on‐road exhaust. 
b  The emissions for this period corresponds with the Future Interim Operational Year for the Applicant’s Proposed, Merriam Mountain, and Sycamore Canyon Alternatives. 
c  The emissions for this period corresponds with the Final Operational Year for the Aspen Road and East Otay Mesa Alternatives. 
d  The emissions for this period corresponds with the Post‐Closure Year for the Gopher Canyon Road Alternative. 
e  The emissions for this period corresponds with the Final Operational Year and the Closing Year for the Applicant’s Proposed and Sycamore Canyon Alternatives. 

 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐34
 

Estimated Maximum Daily Baseline Emissions (South Coast Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

No	Action	Federal	Alternative,	Initial	Operational	Year	(All	Build	Alternatives)
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 1.1 27.6 3.9 0.0	 0.6	 0.6
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 0.6 28.5 2.5 0.0	 0.3	 0.2
Fugitive	Dust	 0 0 0 0 103.9 20.6

Subtotal	 2 56 7 0 105	 21
No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	Interim	Operational	Year	(All	Build	Alternatives)
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 9 217 32 0.0	 5	 5
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 12 264 63 1 2	 2
Fugitive	Dust	 0 0 0 0 818	 162
Landfill	Gas	and	Flaring	 26 41 3 20	 14	 14

Subtotal	 47 522 98 21	 839	 183
No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	Future	Interim	Operational	Yeara /		Final	Operational	Yearb	/	Post‐Closure	
Yearc	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 9 217 32 0.0	 5	 5
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 14 141 73 1 2	 2
Fugitive	Dust	 0 0 0 0 818	 162
Landfill	Gas	and	Flaring	 26 41 3 20	 14	 14

Subtotal	 49 399 108 21	 839	 183
No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	Final	Operational	Yeard /	Closing	Yeard

Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 9 217 32 0.0	 5	 5
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 14 141 73 1 2	 2
Fugitive	Dust	 0 0 0 0 818	 162
Landfill	Gas	and	Flaring	 26 41 3 20	 14	 14

Subtotal	 49 399 108 21	 839	 183
	 	
SCAQMD	Operational	Thresholds	 55 55 550 150	 150	 55
   

a  The emissions for this period corresponds with the Future Interim Operational Year for the Applicant’s Proposed, Merriam Mountain, 
and Sycamore Canyon Alternatives. 

b  The emissions for this period corresponds with the Final Operational Year for the Aspen Road and East Otay Mesa Alternatives. 
c  The emissions for this period corresponds with the Post‐Closure Year for the Gopher Canyon Road Alternative. 
d  The emissions  for  this period  corresponds with  the  Final Operational Year and  the Closing Year  for  the Applicant’s Proposed and 

Sycamore Canyon Alternatives. 

 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 

 

Mitigation Measures 

Since	no	violations	of	 air	quality	 standards	would	occur	 in	 the	SDAB,	no	 significant	 adverse	effects	would	
occur.	 	No	mitigation	measures	 are	proposed	 in	 the	SDAB.	 	Emissions	 in	 the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	would	
potentially	 increase	 in	 excess	 of	 the	 SCAQMD	 operational	 thresholds;	 however,	 there	 are	 no	 enforceable	
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mitigation	measures	 that	could	be	applied	to	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 to	reduce	emissions	 in	 the	
South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

Criterion:	 The	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	
cumulatively	considerable	net	increase	of	any	criteria	pollutant	for	which	the	region	is	in	non‐attainment	under	
an	applicable	federal	or	state	ambient	air	quality	standard	(PM10,	PM2.5,	or	exceed	quantitative	thresholds	for	O3	
precursors,	NOX	and	VOCs).	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AIR‐3:		The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	result	in	an	
increase	of	any	criteria	pollutant	for	which	the	region	is	in	non‐attainment	in	the	SDAB.	 	Therefore,	
impacts	would	 be	 considered	 not	 adverse.	 	 The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	would	 potentially	
increase	 criteria	 pollutants	 for	which	 the	 South	 Coast	Air	Basin	 is	 in	 non‐attainment.	 	Therefore,	
significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

The	region	is	currently	in	non‐attainment	for	PM10	and	PM2.5	under	state	ambient	air	quality	standards.		The	
region	is	also	in	non‐attainment	for	the	state’s	1‐hour	ozone	standards,	as	well	as	both	state	and	federal	8‐
hour	ozone	standards.	 	Under	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site	
would	 remain	 undeveloped.	 	 Limited	 construction	 activities	 would	 occur	 to	 implement	 the	 conservation	
bank.		Thus,	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	result	in	substantial	emissions	of	criteria	pollutants	
for	which	the	region	is	currently	in	non‐attainment.		As	a	result,	air	quality	impacts	would	not	be	adverse	in	
the	SDAB.	

Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	emissions	of	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	would	potentially	increase	in	the	
South	Coast	Air	Basin	in	excess	of	the	SCAQMD	daily	thresholds	for	operational	emissions.		It	should	be	noted	
that	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	is	in	non‐attainment	of	the	federal	and	state	standards	for	ozone	(NOX	is	an	
ozone	 precursor),	 PM10,	 and	 PM2.5	 and	 that	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	 is	 designated	 as	 “extreme”	 non‐
attainment	for	ozone,	which	is	a	worse	designation	than	the	SDAB,	which	is	designated	as	“marginal”	non‐
attainment	 for	 ozone.	 	 Thus,	 under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 emissions	 of	 NOX,	 PM10,	 and	 PM2.5	
would	increase	in	an	air	basin	that	already	experiences	ozone	and	particulate	matter	concentrations	well	in	
excess	of	the	federal	and	state	standards	and	in	excess	of	the	concentrations	found	in	the	SDAB.	

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	regarding	increases	of	any	criteria	pollutant	for	which	the	region	is	in	non‐attainment	would	not	be	
adverse	 and	 no	mitigation	measures	 are	 proposed	 in	 the	 SDAB.	 	 Emissions	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	
would	potentially	increase	in	excess	of	the	SCAQMD	operational	thresholds	for	pollutants	in	which	the	South	
Coast	 Basin	 is	 in	 non‐attainment.	 	 However,	 there	 are	 no	 enforceable	mitigation	measures	 that	 could	 be	
applied	to	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	to	reduce	emissions	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	expose	sensitive	
receptors	 (including	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 schools,	 hospitals,	 resident	 care	 facilities,	 or	 day‐care	 centers)	 to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.	

Impact	 Statement	 No	 Federal	 Action	 AIR‐4:	 The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	would	 not	 expose	
sensitive	 receptors	 to	 substantial	 pollutant	 concentrations.	 	Therefore,	 adverse	 effects	would	 not	
occur.	
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Limited	construction	would	occur	under	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 to	 implement	 the	conservation	
bank.		This	Alternative	would	not	generate	or	introduce	any	substantial	new	sources	of	pollutant	emissions.		
Local	pollutant	concentrations	would	generally	remain	as	they	are	under	existing	conditions.		Under	the	No	
Federal	Action	Alternative,	waste	would	be	transported	to	existing	out‐of‐County	landfills;	therefore,	no	new	
sources	would	 be	 introduced	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	
would	 not	 expose	 sensitive	 receptors	 to	 substantial	 pollutant	 concentrations	 and	 impacts	 would	 not	 be	
adverse.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	 effect	 regarding	exposure	of	 sensitive	 receptors	 to	 substantial	pollutant	 concentrations	would	
occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 create	
objectionable	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	people.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	AIR‐5:	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	create	odors	
affecting	a	substantial	number	of	people.		Therefore,	impacts	would	be	considered	not	adverse.	

No	new	construction	activity	would	occur	under	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative.	 	Operational	 activities	
such	as	waste	disposal,	material	movement,	or	the	natural	decomposition	of	waste	would	also	not	take	place.	
Consequently,	 this	 alternative	 would	 not	 generate	 or	 introduce	 any	 new	 sources	 of	 odor	 in	 the	 vicinity.		
Under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 waste	 would	 be	 transported	 to	 existing	 out‐of‐County	 landfills;	
therefore,	no	new	odor	sources	would	be	introduced	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.		Therefore,	the	No	Federal	
Action	 Alternative	would	 not	 create	 objectionable	 odors	 affecting	 a	 substantial	 number	 of	 people	 and	 no	
adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	odor	effects	would	result	 from	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative.	 	No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.	

Impact	 Statement	 No	 Federal	 Action	 AIR‐6:	 	 The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	would	 not	 create	
visibility	 impacts	 to	nearby	Class	 I	Wilderness	Areas.	 	Therefore,	 impacts	would	be	considered	not	
adverse.	

Limited	new	construction	 activity	would	occur	under	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 to	 implement	 the	
conservation	 bank.	 	 Consequently,	 this	 alternative	 would	 not	 generate	 or	 introduce	 any	 substantial	 new	
sources	of	emissions	in	the	vicinity	that	would	create	visibility	 impacts	to	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	Area.		
Under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 waste	 would	 be	 transported	 to	 existing	 out‐of‐County	 landfills;	
therefore,	 no	 new	 sources	would	 be	 introduced	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 No	 Federal	
Action	Alternative	would	not	create	visibility	impacts	and	no	adverse	effects	would	occur.			
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Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	visibility	impacts	would	result	from	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative.		No	mitigation	measures	
are	proposed.	

Greenhouse Gases 

Initial Construction 

Emissions	of	GHGs	during	construction	come	from	fossil	 fuel	powered	on‐site	construction	equipment	and	
off‐site	vehicles	used	to	transport	construction	workers	and	supplies.	 	Limited	construction	activity	would	
occur	under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	to	implement	the	conservation	bank.		This	alternative	would	
not	generate	or	introduce	any	substantial	sources	of	GHG	emissions.	

Operation 

GHG	emissions	from	landfill	operation	result	primarily	from	the	decomposition	of	organic	wastes	(e.g.,	food	
wastes,	crop	wastes,	etc.),	although	these	emission	would	naturally	occur	anyway	and	are	not	considered	as	
resulting	 from	 landfills.	 	 Other	 sources	 of	GHG	 emissions	 come	 from	emissions	 from	electrical	 generation	
turbines	 and	 flare	 systems,	 fuel	 combustion	 from	 on‐	 and	 off‐road	 vehicles	 and	 equipment,	 indirect	
emissions	from	off‐site	electricity	generation,	and	energy	related	to	on‐site	water	use.		Under	the	No	Federal	
Action	Alternative,	operational	activities	waste	would	continue	to	be	disposed	of	under	current	conditions,	
as	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.3‐35,	 Annual	 Baseline	 GHG	 Emissions	 (MTCO2e/yr).	 	 Haul	 trucks	 would	 continue	 to	
transport	waste	to	existing	transfer	stations	and	landfills	and	waste	decomposition	would	continue	to	occur.		
Therefore,	 implementation	of	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	cause	new	GHG	emissions	from	
operational	activities.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 would	 not	 cause	 new	 GHG	 emissions	 as	 no	 construction	 or	 operation	
activities	would	occur.		No	additional	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

4.3.5  ASPEN ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.3.5.1  Affected Environment  

As	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 the	rainy	season	at	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	extends	
from	October	 through	April	with	 the	most	 significant	 rain	 events	 occurring	November	 through	 February.		
Average	 annual	 rainfall	 in	 the	 immediate	 vicinity	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 is	 expected	 to	 be	
approximately	 13	 inches.71	 	 Predominant	winds	 in	 the	 area	 are	 from	 the	 southwest	with	 an	 annual	mean	
speed	of	approximately	7	miles	per	hour.72		Winds	from	the	northeast	are	also	common.73				

																																																													
71		 http://www.weather.com/weather/wxclimatology/monthly/graph/USCA0366.	
72		 http://www.areavibes.com/fallbrook‐ca/weather/.	
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The	nearest	SDAPCD	ambient	air	quality	monitoring	station	to	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	is	the	Camp	
Pendleton	 station	 located	 about	 15	miles	 southwest.	 	 This	 station	monitors	 ozone	 and	NO2.	 	 The	 nearest	
monitoring	station	that	monitors	CO,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	 is	 the	Escondido	station,	about	23	miles	south.	 	Data	
from	2007	 through	2011	were	examined,	and	 the	maximum	pre‐project	background	concentrations	of	CO	
and	NOX	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐36,	Ambient	Concentrations	of	CO	and	NO2.			

Table 4.3‐36
 

Ambient Concentrations of CO and NO2 

	
Pollutant  Averaging Time  Background Concentration 

CO	
1‐hour 5.6	ppm	

8‐hour 3.4	ppm	

NO2	
Daily	First	High	1‐hour 0.089	ppm	

Annual 0.01	ppm	
   

Source:  SDAPCD, 2012 

	

																																																																																																																																																																																																																						
73		 http://www.myforecast.com/bin/climate.m?city=11731&zip_code=92088&metric=false.	

Table 4.3‐35
 

Annual Baseline GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) 
	

Source 

Build Alternative Scenarios 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year 

Future 
Interim 

Operational 
Year 

Final 
Operational 

Year  Closing Year 

Landfill	Equipmenta	 3,417 3,417 3,417 3,417	 3,417
On‐Road	Trucks	 12,285 13,168 13,005 13,005	 13,005
Landfill	Gasb	 — 418,017 418,017 418,017	 418,017
Subtotal	 15,702 434,602 434,439 434,439	 434,439
   

a  Baseline  landfill equipment GHG emissions are not  included  for  the closing year  for comparison  to  the build alternatives.  
During  the closing year,  the  incremental  increase  for  the build alternatives would be  the  total emissions occurring  in  that 
year (excluding landfill gases, as discussed below). 

b  Landfill gas emissions, which  includes  flaring emissions, are  included as part of  the baseline  (No Action) scenario because 
they would be generated regardless of where the waste was deposited.  The GHG emissions are calculated using CalEEMod, 
based on 1 million tons per year of municipal solid waste.  For comparison purposes, landfill gas emissions are included in the 
baseline for the same years in which the build alternatives would be in operation and are assumed to occur in the year after 
the waste is deposited. 

 
Source:  PCR Services, 2012
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Ambient	concentrations	of	PM10	and	PM2.5	were	obtained	from	the	Escondido	station’s	monitoring	data.		Data	
from	2007	 through	 2011	were	 examined,	 and	 the	 ambient	 PM10	 and	PM2.5	 concentrations,	 along	with	 the	
California	and	National	AAQS	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐37,	Ambient	Concentrations	of	Particulate	Matter.	

Table 4.3‐37
 

Ambient Concentrations of Particulate Matter 
	

Pollutant 
Averaging  

Time 
NAAQS  
(μg/m3) 

CAAQS  
(μg/m3) 

Most Stringent 
AAQS  
(μg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

PM10	
24‐hour	 150 50 50 36
Annual	 None 20 20 12.4

PM2.5	
24‐hour	 35 None 35 82
Annual	 15 12 12 25.3

   

Source:  SDAPCD, 2007‐2011 

	

4.3.5.2  Design Features 

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	implement	design	features	
that	would	avoid,	minimize,	and	compensate	 for	adverse	air	quality	 impacts	at	nearby	sensitive	receptors.		
These	 features	would	 include	 general	measures	 to	minimize	 dust,	 odor,	 and	 diesel	 particulate	 emissions,	
such	as:	watering	unpaved	haul	roads	every	two	hours;	traveling	at	speeds	of	no	more	than	10	mph	on	all	
on‐site	 unpaved	 road	 surfaces;	 re‐establishing	 groundcover	 on	 areas	 disturbed	 by	 construction—through	
seeding	 and	watering	 those	 areas	 that	would	 not	 be	 disturbed	 for	 extended	 periods	 (e.g.,	 two	months	 or	
more).;	 maintaining	 construction	 equipment	 engines	 by	 keeping	 them	 tuned	 in	 accordance	 with	
manufacturers	specifications;	or	only	utilizing	California	diesel	 fuel	 in	heavy	duty	vehicles;	paving	 the	 last	
500	 feet	 of	 the	 landfill’s	 access	 road;	 regularly	 sweeping	 the	 paved	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 access	 road	 and	
watering	 the	 paved	 portion	 at	 least	 twice	 daily;	 utilizing	 on‐site	 diesel	 equipment	 that	 meets	 California	
certified	(post‐1996)	off‐road	engine	requirements;	applying	cover	soil	to	the	working	face	of	the	landfill	on	
a	daily	 basis;	 and	 including	 a	network	of	 vertical	 extraction	wells,	 and	 lateral	 transmission	pipes	 to	 a	 gas	
recovery	facility,	and	perimeter	gas	monitoring	probes	so	that	landfill	gas	would	be	extracted	and	combusted	
in	an	enclosed	flare.	

4.3.5.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	 if	the	alternative	would	conflict	with	or	
obstruct	implementation	of	the	San	Diego	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AIR‐1:		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	conflict	with	implementation	
of	 the	RAQS	or	 the	applicable	portions	of	 the	SIP	as	 it	 is	consistent	with	growth	anticipated	by	 the	
County	and	SANDAG.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Like	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 site	 is	 located	 in	 the	 SDAB,	 and	 as	
such,	is	located	in	an	area	where	a	regional	air	quality	plan	is	being	implemented,	as	discussed	above	under	
Regulatory	 Framework.	 	 The	 SDAPCD	 relies	 on	 information	 from	CARB	 and	 SANDAG,	 including	 projected	
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growth,	 mobile,	 area	 and	 all	 other	 source	 emissions,	 in	 order	 to	 predict	 future	 emissions	 and	 develop	
appropriate	strategies	for	the	reduction	of	source	emissions	through	regulatory	controls.		The	CARB	mobile	
source	 emission	 projections	 and	 SANDAG	 growth	 projections	 are	 based	 on	 population	 and	 vehicle	 trends	
and	 land	 use	 plans	 developed	 by	 the	 incorporated	 cities	 and	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego.	 	 The	 2009	 RAQS	
incorporates	a	comprehensive	strategy	aimed	at	controlling	pollution	from	all	sources,	including	stationary	
sources,	 on‐road	 and	 off‐road	 mobile	 sources	 and	 area	 sources.	 	 Therefore,	 projects	 that	 propose	
development	which	is	consistent	with	the	growth	anticipated	by	SANDAG	would	be	consistent	with	the	RAQS	
and	the	SIP.		

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 goals	 of	 the	 County’s	 Integrated	 Waste	
Management	Plan	in	that	it	would	provide	for	the	construction	and	operation	of	a	landfill	consistent	with	the	
criterion	 in	 the	 Plan.	 	 The	 evaluation	 criteria	 of	 the	 Siting	 Element	 (an	 element	 of	 the	 Integrated	Waste	
Management	Plan)	list	air	quality	as	a	sub‐category	of	evaluation	under	Criterion	9	–	Health	and	Safety	‐	and	
states	 that,	 “Proposed	 landfill	 sites	 must	 consider	 existing	 health	 and	 safety	 standards	 for	 construction,	
operation,	and	post	closure.	 	Sites	must	account	for	assurances	to	mitigate	factors	such	as	fires,	run‐off,	air	
quality	 control,	 vector	 management,	 leachate	 prevention,	 and	 least	 pressure	 on	 existing	 infrastructure.”		
With	the	implementation	of	design	features	to	minimize	adverse	impacts	on	air	quality	discussed	previously,	
such	as	the	combustion	of	landfill	gas	in	an	enclosed	flare,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	be	consistent	
with	the	Siting	Element	evaluation	criteria	with	regards	to	air	quality	and	therefore	would	be	consistent	with	
the	 Integrated	 Waste	 Management	 Plan.	 Although	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 conflict	 with	 the	
underlying	zoning	of	the	site,	which	is	rural	and	semi‐rural	use	(RL‐20,	RL‐40	and	SR‐2),	implementation	of	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	growth	or	traffic	congestion,	as	a	landfill	would	not	generate	
new	 residents	 and	 would	 merely	 redistribute	 vehicle	 trips	 that	 would	 otherwise	 be	 directed	 elsewhere	
within	 the	County.	 	Therefore,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	be	 inconsistent	with	 the	goals	of	 the	
General	Plan,	which	is	utilized	by	the	RAQS	and	SIP	to	project	future	growth	in	the	SDAB,	or	with	SANDAG’s	
Growth	Management	Strategy.	

Construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 be	 required	 to	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	
emission	reduction	strategies	in	the	RAQS	and	SIP	in	order	to	comply	with	SDAPCD	rules	and	regulations	and	
obtain	necessary	permits.		It	would	also	be	required	to	comply	with	all	local	air	quality	rules	and	regulations.		
As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	location	of	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	in	the	North	County	
would	reduce	emissions	that	would	otherwise	be	created	by	the	export	of	the	solid	waste	from	locations	in	
or	near	North	County	to	 locations	out	of	 the	County	or	the	transport	of	solid	waste	to	areas	 in	the	County	
farther	from	the	source.			

Since	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	criterion	9	of	the	Siting	Element	as	well	as	the	
goals	of	SANDAG’s	Growth	Management	Strategy,	it	would	be	consistent	with	the	Regional	Air	Quality	Plan,	
the	purposes	of	which	are	to	reduce	vehicle	traffic	and	air	emissions,	and	would	not	conflict	with	the	RAQS	
or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.		No	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative,	 this	
alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 regarding	 implementation	 of	 the	 RAQS	 or	 the	
applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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Criterion:		The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	
that	would	 violate	any	air	quality	 standard	 (NAAQS	and	AQIA)	or	 contribute	 substantially	 to	an	 existing	or	
projected	air	quality	violation.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AIR‐2:		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	potentially	result	in	violations	of	
air	quality	standards	or	potentially	contribute	to	existing	or	projected	violations.	 	The	emissions	of	
ozone	precursors	(VOC	and	NOX)	from	the	construction	and	operation	of	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	
would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects.	 	 Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 reduce	
emissions	from	waste	hauling	trucks	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	would	thus	not	exceed	the	
SCAQMD	trigger	levels.	 	Therefore,	impacts	would	be	considered	not	adverse	in	the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin.	

Initial Construction 

Initial	 construction	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 consist	 of	 the	 following	 major	 activities:		
(1)	construction	of	the	access	road	and	ancillary	facilities;	(2)	construction	of	an	approximately	1.7‐mile	road	
from	Rainbow	Glen	Road	to	the	site;	(3)	cell	development	including	excavation	of	the	initial	landfill	cell	and	
installation	 of	 the	 associated	 liner;	 and	 (4)	 rock	 crushing	 operations.	 Excavation	 of	 the	 initial	 landfill	 cell	
would	require	minimal	blasting.		As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	first	phase	of	the	landfill	
would	 be	 developed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 initial	 construction,	 along	 with	 the	 access	 road,	 ancillary	 facilities,	
borrow/stockpile	 area(s),	 and	desilting	basins.	 	 Periodic	 construction	would	occur	 to	prepare	 subsequent	
phases	 for	 operation.74	 	 For	 analysis	 purposes,	 it	 was	 assumed	 the	 initial	 construction	 period	 would	 be	
approximately	 nine	 to	 twelve	months	 in	 duration	 and	would	 occur	 10	 hours	 per	 day,	 six	 days	 per	week.		
During	initial	construction,	it	is	estimated	that	a	maximum	of	10,000	cy	would	be	excavated	on	a	given	day.		
The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	have	a	gross	excavation	volume	of	approximately	10.0	mcy.75	

Emissions	associated	with	landfill	construction	would	include	PM10,	PM2.5,	NOX,	SOX,	CO,	VOC,	and	air	toxics.		
The	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	are	calculated	based	on	Tier	2	emission	standards.		The	construction	
contractor	 and	 landfill	 operator	would	 ensure	 that	 the	 on‐site	 diesel	 equipment	 fleet	 is	 Tier	 2	 or	 better.		
Table	 4.3‐38,	 Summary	 of	 Maximum	 Daily	 Initial	 Construction	 Emissions,	 compares	 estimates	 of	 initial	
construction	emissions	with	the	air	quality	criteria	described	in	subsection	4.3.2.1.		Emissions	of	SOX	would	
be	below	the	applicable	AQIA	trigger	 levels	and	would	therefore,	not	be	considered	adverse.	 	Emissions	of	
PM10,	PM2.5,	VOC,	and	NOX	emissions	during	the	initial	construction	would	exceed	the	applicable	AQIA	trigger	
levels.	 	 Secondarily,	 NOX	 emissions	 also	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	 offset	 trigger	 thresholds	 and	 are	 considered	
significant	adverse	effects.		PM10	emissions,	as	they	are	substantially	over	the	relative	SDAPCD	AQIA	trigger	
threshold	are	also	considered	significant	adverse	effects.	

As	discussed	previously,	 dispersion	modeling	performed	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 showed	
that	 emissions	 of	NOX,	 PM10,	 and	 PM2.5	would	 not	 cause	 exceedances	 of	 any	 of	 the	 applicable	 ambient	 air	
quality	standards.		However,	VOCs	and	NOX	are	pre‐cursor	emissions	to	the	formation	of	ozone	and	the	SDAB		

																																																													
74		 Phasing	 plans	 have	 not	 been	 prepared	 for	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.	 	 However,	 given	 that	 the	 capacity	would	 be	 similar	 to	 the	

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	 that	 the	daily	and	annual	 intake	would	be	 the	 same,	 it	 is	assumed	 that	 initial	and	periodic	
construction	would	be	similar	to	that	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	

75		 Geosyntec	Consultants,	Draft	Memorandum,	Off‐site	Alternatives	Evaluation,	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	2012.	
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Table 4.3‐38
  

Summary of Maximum Daily Initial Construction Emissions  
	

Construction Activity 

(Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Aspen	Road	Alternative	 	
Equipment	Exhaust	 	 	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 25	 586 85 0 13 13 4	 61 33 0 2 2

Fugitive	Emissions	 	 	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Construction	 —	 — — — 191	 11	 — — — — 18	 2	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 —	 — — — 23	 4	 — — — — 2	 0	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 —	 — — — 1,937	 219	 — — — — 10	 2	
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 —	 — — — 2	 0	 — — — — 0	 0	
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 —	 — — — 409	 107	 — — — — 36	 9	

Blasting/Drilling	 0	 68 268 8 8 0 0	 2 6 0 0 0
Ancillary	Construction	 	 	
Exhaust	 81	 253 157 0 13 13 6	 12 9 0 0 0
Fugitive	Dust	 —	 — — — 33	 0	 — — — — 0	 0	

Maximum	Emissions	 106	 907 510 8 2,629 367 10 75 48 0 68 15
	 	 	
AQIA	Criteria	 75	 250 550 250 100 55 — — — — — —
Amount	Over/(Under)	 31	 657 (40) (242) 2,529 312 — — — — — —
   

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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is	 non‐attainment	 for	 ozone.	 	 As	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 contribute	 incrementally	 to	
regional	ozone	and	result	in	significant	adverse	air	quality	effects	it	is	likely	that	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	
would	contribute	 to	 regional	ozone	concentrations	and	would	also	 result	 in	 significant	adverse	air	quality	
effects.	

Operations 

On‐Site 

As	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 operations	 consists	 of	 transport,	 receipt	 and	 placement	 of	
waste,	application	of	daily	cover,	and	the	collection	and	destruction	of	LFG	and	periodic	construction	to	open	
new	phases	of	the	landfill.		All	of	the	activities	would	generate	exhaust	emissions	and	fugitive	dust	due	to	the	
operation	of	vehicles	hauling	waste,	performing	construction	tasks,	crushing	rock,	and	traveling	to	and	from	
the	facilities.	

Operations and Periodic Construction 

Emissions	 associated	with	 landfilling	 and	 rock	processing	 operations	 include	heavy	 equipment	 emissions,	
vehicle	exhaust	emissions	 from	waste	 trucks,	employee,	and	public	 travel	 to	and	 from	the	 landfill,	 fugitive	
dust	generation	from	operations	at	the	active	face	of	the	landfill,	fugitive	dust	from	vehicle	travel	on	unpaved	
roads,	 rock	 processing,	 landfill	 gas,	 and	 combustion	 of	 collected	 gas	 by	 the	 flare.	 	 Detailed	 emissions	
calculations	are	provided	in	Appendix	F.	

In	order	to	ensure	that	the	maximum	potential	air	quality	impacts	of	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	be	
addressed,	 maximum	 impact	 daily	 and	 annual	 emission	 estimates	 were	 developed	 at	 major	 milestones	
during	 the	 25	 years	 of	 landfill	 and	 rock	 processing	 operations.	 	 Peak	 activity	 levels	 for	 all	 sources	 were	
assumed	 in	 estimating	maximum	 daily	 pollutant	 emissions	 for	 the	 proposed	 landfill.	 	 These	 included	 the	
maximum	traffic	generation	scenario	developed	by	Linscott,	Law,	and	Greenspan	Engineers	(see	Appendix	N	
of	 this	 Draft	 EIS)	 and	 the	 peak‐year	 landfill	 gas	 generation	 rate	 calculated	 based	 upon	 USEPA	 AP‐42	
methodology.		Maximum	daily	operational	emissions	were	projected	for	a	maximum	landfill	waste	delivery	
rate	of	5,000	tpd.		For	annual	emissions	estimates,	an	average	waste	delivery	rate	of	3,200	tpd	was	assumed.		
The	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	are	calculated	based	on	Tier	2	emission	standards.		The	construction	
contractor	and	landfill	operator	would	ensure	that	of	the	on‐site	diesel	equipment	fleet	is	Tier	2	or	better.	

Subsequent	to	the	evaluation	of	the	alternative’s	25‐year	emission	profile,	the	initial	operational	year	and	the	
final	 operational	 year	 of	 landfill	 and	 rock	 processing	 operations	 were	 identified	 as	 the	 years	 with	 the	
maximum	emissions.		The	initial	operational	year	includes	periodic	construction	with	excavation	activities	to	
open	up	the	next	cell	and	active	landfill	and	rock	processing	operations.	 	During	the	final	operational	year,	
the	maximum	amount	of	landfill	gas	would	be	generated	because	it	is	presumed	that	the	landfill	would	have	
reached	 capacity.	 	 Emissions	 of	 criteria	 air	 pollutants	 during	 the	 peak	 activities	 of	 landfill	 and	 rock	
processing	 operations	 are	 presented	 in	 Table	 4.3‐39,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	 Daily	 and	 Annual	 Operating	
Emissions	 –	 Initial	Operational	 Year	 (San	Diego	Air	Basin),	 Table	 4.3‐40,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	Daily	 and	
Annual	 Operating	 Emissions	 –	 Interim	 Operational	 Year	 (San	 Diego	 Air	 Basin),	 Table	 4.3‐41,	 Summary	 of	
Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	Final	Operational	Year	 	(San	Diego	Air	Basin),	 and	Table	
4.3‐42,	Summary	of	Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	Closing	Year	 	 (San	Diego	Air	Basin),	
respectively.	 	 The	 tables	 compare	 all	 emissions	 related	 to	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 to	 the	 criteria	
presented	 in	 subsection	 4.3.2.1.	 	 Because	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 be	 operational	 for	 25	 years	
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Table 4.3‐39
 

Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Initial Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Aspen	Road	Alternative	
Construction	Equipment	Exhaust	 5	 79 43 0 3 3	 1 12 7 0 0 0
Construction	Fugitive	Emissions	 —	 — — — 171 28	 — — — — 16 3
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	 	 	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 29	 459 253 0 15 15	 4 70 39 0 2 2
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 12	 695 102 1 8 5	 1 69 1 0 1 0

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	 	 	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Operations	 —	 — — — 239 40	 — — — — 23 4
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 —	 — — — 14 3	 — — — — 2 0
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 —	 — — — 2807 421	 — — — — 15 2
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 —	 — — — 11 5	 — — — — 2 1
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 —	 — — — 240 63	 — — — — 38 10

Blasting/Drilling	 0	 136 536 16 23 0	 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal	 46	 1,369 934 17 3,531 583	 6 151 47 0 99 22
	 	 	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 13  712  128  1  8  5  1  71  13  0.1  0.8  0.5 

Subtotala	 	 	
	 	 	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 33	 657 806 16 3,523 578	 5 80 34 0 98 22
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75	 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (42)	 407	 256	 (234) 3,423	 523		 (9) 40	 (66) (40) 83	 12	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐40

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Interim Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Aspen	Road	Alternative	
Construction	Equipment	Exhaust	 3 48 26 0 2 2	 0 5 3 0 0 0
Construction	Fugitive	Emissions	 — — — — 24 6	 — — — — 4 1
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 9 217 32 0 5 5	 1 21 3 0 0 0
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 16 342 105 1 3 3	 2 34 10 0 0 0

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 47 10	 — — — — 3 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 471 71	 — — — — 2 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 289 76	 — — — — 30 7

Flares	 7 41 2 20 14 14	 1 8 0 4 3 3
Landfill	Gas	 19 0 1 0 0 0	 4 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal	 54 648 166 21 866 192	 8 68 16 4 43 12
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5  241  49  1  3  2  0  24  5  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 49 407 117 20 863 190	 7 44 11 4 43 12
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (26) 157	 (433) (230) 763	 135		 (7) (4) (89) (36) 28	 2	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐41

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Final Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Aspen	Road	Alternative	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 11 251 36 0 5 5	 1 25 4 0 1 1
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 18 186 109 1 3 3	 2 19 11 0 0 0

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Operations	 — — — — 68 14	 — — — — 4 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 511 77	 — — — — 3 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 176 35	 — — — — 136 17

Flares	 4 20 1 10 37 37	 4 20 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 52 0 4 0 0 0	 9 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 85 457 150 11 811 176	 16 64 17 10 152 26
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 80 284 108 10 808 174	 15 46 13 10 152 26
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 5	 34	 (442) (240) 708	 119		 2	 6	 (87) (30) 137	 16	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐42

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Closing Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Aspen	Road	Alternative	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 16 369 54 1 8 8	 2 49 8 0 1 1

				Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2
Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 62 9	 — — — — 10 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 4,052 608	 — — — — 21 3
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 2 1	 — — — — 0 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 146 38	 — — — — 22 6

Flares	 20 113 6 55 38 38	 4 21 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 53 0 4 0 0 0	 10 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 94 655 106 57 4311 704	 16 87 14 10 61 18
	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
Subtotala	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 89 482 64 56 4308 702	 16 70 10 10 61 18
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 14	 232	 (486) (194) 4208	 647		 2	 30	 (90) (30) 46	 8	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, (2012) 
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compared	 to	 30	 years	 for	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative,	 emissions	 from	 the	 final	 operational	 year	
should	be	compared	to	the	emissions	from	the	future	interim	operational	year	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative.			

As	 shown	 in	 these	 tables,	 without	 considering	 the	 net	 change	 in	 emissions	 compared	 to	 the	 No	 Federal	
Action	 Alternative,	 projected	 maximum	 emissions	 of	 VOC,	 CO,	 PM10,	 PM2.5,	 and	 NOX	 would	 be	 above	 the	
corresponding	AQIA	 trigger	 levels.	 	 Emissions	 of	 VOCs	 and	NOX	 from	both	 stationary	 and	mobile	 sources	
would	exceed	the	SDAPCD	offset	threshold,	and	are	therefore	considered	adverse.	

Based	on	dispersion	modeling	performed	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	emissions	from	the	Aspen	
Road	Alternative	of	CO,	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	would	not	cause	exceedances	of	any	of	the	applicable	ambient	
air	quality	standards.	 	However,	VOCs	and	NOX	are	pre‐cursor	emissions	to	the	formation	of	ozone	and	the	
SDAB	 is	non‐attainment	 for	ozone.	 	Thus,	as	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 the	
Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	contribute	to	regional	ozone	concentrations	and	would	therefore	result	in	a	
significant	adverse	air	quality	effect.	

Off‐Site 

Regional Impacts from Waste Hauling and Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Trucks	 hauling	 solid	 waste	 to	 the	 landfill	 and	 trucks	 transporting	 leachate	 off‐site	 would	 contribute	 air	
pollutants	to	the	SDAB.		However,	the	regional	emissions	from	waste	hauling	to	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	
would	likely	decrease	relative	to	the	emissions	resulting	from	current	waste	hauling	practices,	because	of	the	
proposed	 facility’s	 closer	proximity	 to	waste	generators	 in	or	near	North	County.	 	As	shown	 in	Chapter	2,	
Purpose	and	Need,	Table	2‐1,	San	Diego	County	Tons	Disposed	in‐County	and	Out‐of‐County,	using	a	three‐year	
average	 (2007	 through	 2009),76	 3,376,000	 tons	 of	waste	were	 disposed	 by	 San	Diego	 County to landfills 
within and outside of the county.  Of	this,	approximately	976,688	tons,	or	29	percent,	of	solid	waste	were	
generated	in	or	near	 	North	County.77	 	Waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County	is	disposed	of	at	the	Otay,	
Sycamore,	Prima	Deshecha	and	El	Sobrante	landfills.		The	Prima	Deshecha	Landfill,	located	in	Orange	County,	
is	 the	 primary	 disposal	 site	 for	 the	 City	 of	 Oceanside.	 	 Orange	 County	 does	 not	 anticipate	 extending	
agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	2016.			

The	Needs	Assessment	further	indicates	that	assuming	current	rates	of	diversion,	waste	disposal	originating	
from	within	the	County	is	expected	to	increase	from	3,081,142	tons	in	2009	to	3,920,167	(approximately	27	
percent)	by	2025	and	 to	4,099,159	(approximately	33	percent)	by	2030.78	 It	 is	anticipated	 that	waste	will	
continue	 to	 be	 transported	 outside	 the	 County	 or	 to	 landfills	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	Diego	 (Sycamore	 Canyon,	
Miramar)	 or	 South	 County	 (Otay)	 until	 the	 Aspen	Road	Alternative	 or	 another	 landfill	 is	 developed.	 	 The	

																																																													
76		 The	data	provided	are	from	a	Needs	Assessment	that	was	prepared	for	the	USACE		in	support	of	the	EIS		by	R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.		

Given	that	complete	calendar	year	2010	tonnage	data	were	not	available	during	the	preparation	of	the	Needs	Assessment	a	three‐
year	average	 tonnage	value	was	 calculated.	 	 In	addition,	 the	 recent	downturn	 in	 the	economy	has	 resulted	 in	a	drop	 in	disposal	
tonnages,	but	disposal	tonnages	are	expected	to	increase	as	construction	and	general	business	activities	recover.		Thus,	a	three‐year	
average	was	used	to	better	reflect	the	quantities	disposed	of	for	the	2010	base	year.		

77		 R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.,	2012.	
78			 Ibid.	
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Aspen	Road	Alternative	is	geographically	situated	to	provide	regional	waste	disposal	for	northern	San	Diego	
County.		This	would	reduce	the	length	of	waste	transport	trips	from	locations	in	or	near	North	County.			

As	 discussed	 previously,	 VOCs	 and	NOX	 are	 pre‐cursor	 emissions	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
attainment	 for	ozone.	 	While	 the	alternative	 itself	would	result	 in	emissions	of	VOCs	and	NOX,	 the	on‐road	
portion	of	the	emissions	would	represent	a	decrease	compared	to	existing	conditions	as	shown	under	the	No	
Federal	Action	Alternative.		This	is	due	to	the	alternative	being	geographically	situated	in	northern	San	Diego	
County,	 which	 would	 reduce	 the	 length	 of	 waste	 transport	 trips	 compared	 to	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	
Alternative.		Regional	VOC	and	NOX	impacts	are	assessed	based	on	the	net	total	emissions	for	this	alternative,	
which	 is	 calculated	as	 the	alternative’s	 emissions	minus	 the	portion	of	 the	emissions	 from	 the	No	Federal	
Action	Alternative	in	the	SDAB.		As	shown	in	Table	4.3‐39,	Table	4.3‐40,	Table	4.3‐41,	and	Table	4.3‐42,	the	
net	 total	emissions	of	VOCs	and/or	NOX	are	anticipated	 to	exceed	 the	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	 requirement	
during	operations.	 	Thus,	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	contribute	 incrementally	 to	 regional	
ozone	and	would	therefore,	result	in	air	quality	impacts	that	would	be	considered	adverse.		 

Local Impacts from Waste Hauling 

Analysis	of	 intersections	 in	 the	 vicinity	of	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	with	 the	highest	peak‐hour	 turning	
volumes	shows	a	maximum	increase	of	5	percent	over	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	intersection	with	
the	 highest	 peak‐hour	 turning	 volume.	 	 Extrapolation	 of	 the	 highest	 projected	 1‐hour	 and	 8‐hour	 CO	
concentrations	shown	in	Table	4.3‐27	would	yield	a	worst‐case	1‐hour	CO	concentration	of	14.8	ppm	and	8‐
hour	concentration	of	5.6	ppm,	which	would	be	below	the	NAAQS.	 	Therefore,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	
would	not	create	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	CO	effect	from	waste	hauling. 

Impacts in the South Coast Air Basin from Waste Hauling 

Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 decrease	 in	 emissions	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	
compared	 to	 current	waste	 hauling	 practices	 because	 of	 the	 proposed	 facility’s	 closer	 proximity	 to	waste	
generators	 in	 North	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 Currently,	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 waste	 is	 transported	 to	 two	 landfill	
facilities	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin:	Prima	Deshecha	(Orange	County)	and	El	Sobrante	(Riverside	County).		
As	a	result,	this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin	 compared	 to	 current	 waste	 hauling	 practices.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Prima	 Deshecha	 Landfill	 does	 not	
anticipate	extending	agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	2016	while	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	
is	to	remain	operational.		When	Prima	Deshecha	ceases	to	accept	waste,	waste	from	North	San	Diego	County	
would	continue	to	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	under	the	No	Action	scenario.		This	alternative	
would	redirect	waste	that	would	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	to	the	Aspen	Road	Landfill.		As	a	
result,	 this	 alternative	would	 be	 expected	 to	 reduce	 emissions	 from	waste	 hauling	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	
Basin	compared	to	future	No	Action	conditions.		Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	
Air	Basin	relative	to	waste	haul	trips.	

Mitigation Measures  

Even	with	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative,	this	
alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	air	quality	regarding	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	during	
initial	construction	and	operation.		There	are	no	other	mitigation	measures	available	to	reduce	VOC	and	NOX	
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emissions	 to	 below	 the	 AQIA	 criteria	 thresholds.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	would	 result	 in	
significant	adverse	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	during	initial	construction	and	operation.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	
cumulatively	considerable	net	increase	of	any	criteria	pollutant	for	which	the	region	is	in	non‐attainment	under	
an	applicable	 federal	ambient	air	quality	 standard	 (or	exceed	quantitative	 thresholds	 for	O3	precursors,	NOX	
and	VOCs).	

Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 AIR‐3:	 	 The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 cumulatively	
considerable	 net	 increase	 of	 criteria	 pollutants	 for	 which	 the	 region	 is	 in	 non‐attainment.		
Implementation	of	this	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	of	VOC	and	NOX	that	would	exceed	the	
SDAPCD	 thresholds	of	significance	 for	ozone	precursors	(VOC	and	NOX).	 	Therefore,	 the	alternative	
would	 result	 in	 impacts	 that	 would	 be	 considered	 significant	 adverse.	 	 Implementation	 of	 this	
alternative	would	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	trucks	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	
would	 thus	 not	 exceed	 the	 SCAQMD	 trigger	 levels.	 	 Therefore,	 impacts	would	 be	 considered	 not	
adverse	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	the	emission	of	criteria	pollutants	for	which	the	area	is	in	non‐
attainment	during	both	construction	and	operation.		The	SDAB	is	currently	in	non‐attainment	for	the	federal	
8‐hour	ozone	standard.			

Initial Construction 

As	discussed	above,	initial	construction	emissions	from	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	are	predicted	to	exceed	
the	regional	 threshold	for	VOCs	and	NOX.	 	Since	NOX	and	VOCs	are	both	ozone	precursors,	the	Aspen	Road	
Alternative	 would	 contribute	 incrementally	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	 would	 therefore	 result	 in	 a	 significant	
adverse	air	quality	effect.	

Operations 

As	discussed	above,	operation	of	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	result	 in	maximum	emissions	of	VOCs	
and	NOX	that	would	exceed	the	corresponding	AQIA	threshold	levels.		Emissions	of	NOX	from	both	stationary	
and	mobile	sources	would	also	exceed	the	SDAPCD	offset	threshold,	and	are	therefore	considered	adverse.	
Since	NOX	and	VOCs	are	both	ozone	precursors,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	contribute	incrementally	
to	regional	ozone	and	would	therefore	result	in	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	effect.	

As	previously	discussed,	 this	alternative	would	 reduce	emissions	 in	 the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	 from	waste	
hauling	trucks.		As	a	result	this	alternative	would	result	in	no	adverse	effects	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.		

Mitigation Measures 

Even	with	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative,	this	
alternative	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 air	 quality	 regarding	 ozone	 precursor	 emissions	
during	construction	and	operation.		There	are	no	other	feasible	mitigation	measures	available	to	reduce	VOC	
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and	NOX	emissions	to	below	the	AQIA	threshold	criteria.		Therefore,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	result	
in	significant	adverse	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	during	initial	construction	and	operation.	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	expose	sensitive	
receptors	 (including	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 schools,	 hospitals,	 resident	 care	 facilities,	 or	 day‐care	 centers)	 to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AIR‐4:		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	expose	sensitive	receptors	to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations	because	health	risks	would	not	exceed	the	SDAPCD	thresholds.		
The	 alternative	would	 also	 not	 result	 in	 air	 pollutant	 emissions	 or	 changes	 in	microclimate	 that	
would	 affect	 the	 surrounding	 agricultural	 uses.	 	 Therefore,	 significant	 adverse	 effects	would	 not	
occur.	

The	 nearest	 municipality	 with	 substantial	 populations	 is	 Rainbow,	 approximately	 two	 miles	 east	 and	
Fallbrook,	 approximately	 four	miles	 southwest	of	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 site.	 	However,	 as	 shown	 in	
Table	4.3‐43,	Aspen	Road	Alternative	Distance	to	Sensitive	Receptor	Locations,	the	nearest	sensitive	receptor	
is	located	450	feet	from	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative’s	Borrow/Stockpile	areas.		This	is	similar	to	the	distance	
between	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	its	closest	sensitive	receptor.		The	HRA	performed	for	the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 determined	 that	 health	 risks	 would	 be	 below	 the	 SDAPCD’s	 thresholds.		
Therefore,	health	risks	posed	by	the	implementation	of	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	likely	be	similar	to	
those	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD’s	 thresholds.	 	 Thus,	 no	
significant	adverse	health	effects	would	occur.			

Table 4.3‐43
 

Aspen Road Alternative Distance to Sensitive Receptor Locations 
	

Distance to Receptors (feet) 

Alternative  Access Road 
Borrow/Stockpile 

Areas  Ancillary Facilities  Landfill Operation 

Applicant’s	Proposed	 3,200	 500	 5,000	 1,300	
Aspen	Road	 900	 450	 1,100	 500	

   

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2012  

	

Potential Impacts to Avocados and Citrus from Dust and Particulate Matter 

The	 area	 around	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 currently	 meets	 the	 federal	 particulate	 standard	 and	
operations	at	 the	 landfill	are	not	expected	 to	cause	 the	ambient	 levels	of	particulate	matter	 to	exceed	 this	
standard.		A	search	of	the	CARB	Five	Year	Reports	on	Air	Pollution	Damage	to	California	Crops	published	in	
1985,	1990	and	1995	did	not	list	avocados	or	citrus	as	a	crop	damaged	by	dust.	

In	summary,	the	avocado	and	citrus	industry	thrives	in	hot	dry	climates,	including	routine	exposure	to	hot,	
dry,	and	dusty	Santa	Ana	winds.		Dust	and	particulate	matter	have	not	been	identified	as	a	major	impact	to	
avocado	or	citrus	trees,	blossoms	or	pollination.		Additionally,	the	tough	outer	skin	of	both	the	avocado	and	
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citrus	fruit	would	seem	to	be	very	resistant	to	dust.		Therefore,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	result	
in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	nearby	avocado	or	citrus	crops.	

Potential for Microclimate Changes 

The	area	to	be	occupied	by	the	proposed	landfill	would	be	modified	into	a	small	basin	or	depression,	thereby	
possibly	 altering	 the	 drainage	 of	 cold	 air	 on	 the	 existing	 surface.	 	 As	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	potential	adverse	effects	would	be	limited	by	the	small	size	of	the	landfill	basin	as	compared	to	
the	much	larger	floor	area	of	the	surroundings.		An	assessment	of	the	potential	change	suggests	a	less	than	a	
one	degree	Fahrenheit	temperature	drop	could	occur	in	the	landfill	footprint	area.		This	is	not	a	significant	
temperature	change	and	would	not	cause	significant	adverse	effects.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative,	 this	
alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 regarding	 exposure	 of	 sensitive	 populations	 to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 create	
objectionable	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	people.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AIR‐5:	 	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	 include	the	use	of	daily	 landfill	
cover	and	a	gas	collection	system.		Odors	originating	from	landfill	gases	produced	by	this	alternative	
are	 expected	 to	 be	 below	 the	 detectable	 limit	 at	 sensitive	 receptor	 locations.	 	 Therefore,	 the	
alternative	would	 not	 create	 odors	 affecting	 a	 substantial	 number	 of	 persons	 and	 no	 significant	
adverse	effects	would	occur.	

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	data	from	USEPA	studies	on	landfill‐generated	odors	are	used	
for	 impact	determination.	 	USEPA	has	extensively	studied	 landfill	 gas	compositions	 throughout	 the	United	
States.	 	Typical	values	for	methane	and	total	sulfur	compounds	are:	 	Methane	(50	percent)	=	500,000	ppm	
and	Sulfur	compounds	=	50	ppm.		The	ratio	for	landfills	of	sulfur	compounds	to	methane	is	one	to	10,000.	

USEPA	 has	 also	 studied	 the	 concentrations	 of	 methane	 which	 occur	 at	 the	 surface	 of	 landfills.	 	 USEPA	
monitoring	has	shown	these	methane	concentrations	range	between	one	and	20	ppm.		Assuming	the	highest	
concentration	 for	 surface	 level	methane	 occurs	 at	 the	 proposed	 landfill,	 the	 resulting	 concentration	 of	 all	
sulfur	 compounds	 released	 to	 the	 atmosphere	would	 be	 2	 ppb.	 	 The	 noticeable	 odor	 threshold	 for	 sulfur	
compounds	are	200	ppb	for	hydrogen	sulfide	and	27	ppb	for	mercaptans.		Thus,	the	maximum	concentration	
of	any	sulfur	compound	having	an	odor	would	remain	at	least	one	order	of	magnitude	(ten‐fold)	lower	than	
the	detectable	limit	by	the	human	nose.		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	
effects.	
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Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative,	 this	
alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 regarding	 odors.	 	 No	 mitigation	 measures	 are	
proposed.	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	create	potential	
visibility	impacts	to	nearby	Class	I	wilderness	areas.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	AIR‐6:	 	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	create	visibility	 impacts	 to	
nearby	Class	I	Wilderness	Areas.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

The	 closest	 Class	 I	 wilderness	 area	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 is	 the	 Agua	 Tibia	
Wilderness	Area.	 	However,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 is	 located	 further	 from	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	
Area	as	compared	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		Therefore,	based	on	the	results	of	the	VISCREEN	
analysis	conducted	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	result	in	
visibility	impacts	and	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	visibility	effects.		No	mitigation	measures	
are	proposed.	

Greenhouse Gases 

Initial Construction 

Initial	 construction	 activities	 associated	 with	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 emit	 GHGs	 during	
construction	activities	which	would	take	approximately	nine	to	twelve	months.		Construction	would	occur	10	
hours	 per	 day,	 six	 days	 per	 week.	 	 Emissions	 of	 GHGs	 from	 fossil	 fuel	 powered	 on‐site	 construction	
equipment	and	off‐site	vehicles	used	to	transport	construction	workers	and	supplies	were	calculated	for	the	
same	years	as	the	criteria	pollutants	using	emission	factors	from	CalEEMod	and	EMFAC2011.		Results	of	this	
analysis	 are	 presented	 in	Table	4.3‐44,	Annual	GHG	Emissions	 (MTCO2e/yr).	 	 The	Draft	NEPA	Guidance	on	
Consideration	of	the	Effects	of	Climate	Change	and	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	advises	that	a	proposed	action	
would	be	adverse	 if	 it	would	be	reasonably	anticipated	 to	cause	direct	emissions	of	25,000	metric	 tons	of	
CO2e	annually.		As	shown,	GHG	emissions	would	not	exceed	the	criteria	in	the	Draft	NEPA	guidance.			

Operation 

Operational	 GHG	 emissions	 from	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 result	 from	 landfill	 gas	 emissions,	
emissions	 from	 electrical	 generation	 turbines	 and	 flare	 systems,	 fuel	 combustion	 from	 on‐	 and	 off‐road	
vehicles	and	equipment,	indirect	emissions	from	off‐site	electricity	generation,	and	energy	related	to	on‐site	
water	use.			

Municipal	landfills	accept	both	organic	and	inorganic	wastes.		Most	of	the	gases	generated	by	decomposition	
of	 organic	 waste	 are	 expected	 to	 be	 captured	 through	 the	 landfill	 gas	 collection	 control	 system.		
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Decomposition	 of	 organic	 waste	 results	 in	 CO2	 emissions	 as	 does	 combustion	 of	 the	 landfill	 gas.	 	 It	 was	
assumed	that	75	percent	of	 landfill	gas	would	be	collected	through	the	gas	collection	system	and	piped	to	
external	 controls.	 	The	remaining	25	percent	of	 landfill	 gas	would	be	emitted	at	 the	 landfill	 surface.	 	Both	
processes	convert	the	landfill	methane	to	CO2,	a	less	potent	GHG.		USEPA’s	AP‐42	Report	on	Municipal	Solid	
Waste	Landfills	states	that	the	bulk	of	CO2	is	formed	by	combustion	of	CH4	during	ignition	of	the	landfill	gas	
in	the	turbines	and	flare.		Bio‐degradable	waste	would	decompose	to	CO2	under	aerobic	conditions	if	it	were	
not	 disposed	of	 at	 a	 landfill.	 	 Therefore,	 CO2	 emissions	 from	both	 fugitive	 landfill	 gas	 and	 flare	 emissions	
were	considered	to	occur	with	or	without	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.	 	However,	CH4	emissions	would	not	
form	 without	 a	 landfill,	 as	 all	 of	 the	 biodegradable	 carbon	 contained	 in	 the	 waste	 would	 otherwise	 be	
converted	to	CO2.	

As	stated	above,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	emit	CO2	as	a	result	of	biodegradable	organic	materials	
and	additional	CO2	formed	during	the	combustion	of	 landfill	gas.	 	Decomposition	of	organic	materials	(e.g.,	
food	wastes,	crop	wastes,	etc.)	is	the	primary	source	of	CO2	released	from	landfills.	 	CO2	emission	from	the	
decomposition	of	organic	material	is	part	of	the	natural	carbon	cycle.		Therefore,	landfills	would	not	generate	
a	net	 increase	 in	organic	CO2	emissions	 if	 the	emissions	are	 released	back	 to	 the	environment	since	 these	
emissions	 would	 naturally	 occur	 anyway.	 	 Organic	 CO2	 emissions	 can	 therefore	 be	 considered	 as	 not	

Table 4.3‐44
 

Maximum Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) 
	

Source 

Initial 
Construction 

Year 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year   

Final 
Operational 

Year 
Closing 
Year 

Aspen	Road	Alternative	
Landfill	Operations	 12,208	 12,808 3,417 4,277	 7,364
On‐Road	Trucks	 —	 11,233 9,968 9,831	 13,005
Energy	 —	 71 71 71	 71
Water	 117	 117 117 117	 117
Landfill	Gasa	 —	 — 418,017 418,017	 418,017
Subtotal	 12,325	 24,229 431,590 432,313	 438,574

	 	 	
No	Federal	Action	
Alternative	 	 	 	 	 	 434,439	

Subtotalb	 —	 15,702 434,602 434,439	
	 	 	 4,135	
Net	Total	Emissionsc	 12,325	 8,527	 (3,012) (2,126)	 13,005
   

a  Landfill gas emissions, which  includes  flaring emissions, are  included as part of  the baseline  (No Action) scenario because 
they would be generated regardless of where the waste was deposited.  The GHG emissions are calculated using CalEEMod, 
based on 1 million tons per year of municipal solid waste.  For comparison purposes, landfill gas GHG emissions are included 
for the years in which the build alternatives would be in operation and are assumed to occur in the year following the year 
the waste is deposited. 

b  See discussion of greenhouse gas emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
c  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the 

emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
 
Source:  PCR Services, 2012
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resulting	 from	 the	 landfill	 and	do	not	have	 to	 be	 counted	 as	 landfill	GHG	emissions.	 	On	 July	 1,	 2011,	 the	
USEPA	 issued	 a	 final	 rule,	 deferring	 for	 a	 three‐year	 period,	 the	 GHG	 permitting	 requirements	 for	 CO2	
emissions	from	biogenic	(organic)	sources.	 	Therefore,	organic	CO2	emissions	are	subtracted	from	the	total	
GHG	emissions	associated	with	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.	

Table	4.3‐44	summarizes	annual	GHG	emissions	associated	with	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.		As	shown,	GHG	
emissions	would	generally	be	reduced	compared	to	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	due	to	a	reduction	in	
vmt	from	geographically	 locating	a	 landfill	 in	northern	San	Diego	County.	 	GHG	emissions	would	be	higher	
during	construction	and	closing	years	due	to	the	emissions	from	the	additional	off‐road	equipment	needed	
to	construct	and	close	the	landfill.		Operational	and	post‐closure	GHG	emissions	generated	by	fugitive	landfill	
gas	 and	 by	 emissions	 from	 the	 landfill	 gas	 flare	were	 quantified;	 however,	 the	 landfill	 gas	 emissions	 are	
considered	to	be	part	of	the	baseline	because	the	GHG	emissions	would	be	generated	regardless	of	where	the	
waste	was	deposited.	 	The	majority	of	 the	 landfill’s	direct	and	 indirect	GHG	emissions	would	occur	during	
active	operation	of	 the	 landfill.	 	On	 the	other	hand,	GHG	emissions	 from	 fugitive	 landfill	 gas	 and	 the	 flare	
would	 continue	 to	 occur	 after	 the	 landfill	 has	 closed.	 	 AB	 32	 is	 anticipated	 to	 secure	 emission	 reductions	
through	 a	 variety	 of	 mechanisms,	 such	 as	 increasing	 energy	 efficiency	 and	 introducing	 more	 renewable	
energy	sources.	 	CARB	has	already	begun	 to	adopt	strategies	 to	 reduce	GHG	emissions	under	AB	32.	 	One	
such	strategy,	Reducing	Methane	Emissions	from	Municipal	Solid	Waste	Landfills,	is	one	of	the	nine	discrete	
early	action	measures	in	the	Climate	Change	Scoping	Plan	that	is	estimated	to	reduce	as	much	as	one	million	
metric	tons	of	CO2e.		This	regulation	became	effective	on	June	17,	2010.		It	requires	owners	and	operators	of	
certain	uncontrolled	landfills	to	 install	gas	collection	and	control	systems,	and	requires	existing	and	newly	
installed	gas	collection	and	control	systems	to	operate	in	an	optimal	manner	with	the	best	available	control	
technology	(75	percent	collection	efficiency	and	98.2	percent	control	efficiency	for	landfill	gas	constituents	
in	gas	turbines).	 	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	have	a	gas	collection	and	control	system	which	meets	
these	requirements	as	part	of	its	design.			

Other	 strategies	 included	 in	 the	Climate	Change	Scoping	Plan	 to	 reduce	GHG	emissions	 include,	California	
Light‐Duty	 Vehicle	 GHG	 Standards,	 Energy	 Efficiency,	 Renewables	 Portfolio	 Standard,	 Low	 Carbon	 Fuel	
Standard,	 Vehicle	 Efficiency	Measures,	 and	 Heavy/Medium‐Duty	 Vehicles.	 	While	 applicable	 to	 the	 Aspen	
Road	Alternative,	these	measures	are	not	generally	under	the	control	of	the	applicant	or	local	agencies.		Since	
these	measures	are	under	development	and	regulations	have	not	yet	been	adopted	at	this	time,	they	have	not	
been	 included	 in	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 and	 GHG	 reductions	 from	 these	 strategies	 have	 not	 been	
calculated.	 	 Comparing	GHG	emissions	 from	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	with	 the	 implementing	programs	
and	 regulations	 to	achieve	 the	 statewide	GHG	emission	 reduction	goals	of	AB	32	 is	difficult.	 	Nonetheless,	
emission	 reductions	 from	 these	 strategies	 are	 anticipated	 to	 occur	 as	 CARB	 adopts	 and	 implements	
regulations	under	AB	32.		Since	they	have	not	been	included	in	the	analysis,	the	results	are	conservative	and	
emissions	would	likely	be	less	due	to	these	measures	with	which	the	applicant	would	have	to	comply.	

There	are	no	science‐based	GHG	significance	thresholds	applicable	to	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	that	have	
been	adopted	by	regulation	by	the	federal	government	or	the	state.		In	the	absence	of	an	adopted	or	science‐
based	GHG	threshold,	no	determination	as	to	the	significance	of	this	alternative’s	GHG	emissions	is	made.	
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Mitigation Measures 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	reduce	GHG	emissions	to	the	extent	feasible	through	design	features.		No	
additional	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

4.3.6  GOPHER CANYON ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.3.6.1  Affected Environment  

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	rainy	season	at	the	Gopher	Canyon	Alternative	site	extends	
from	October	through	April	with	the	most	significant	rain	events	occurring	January	through	March.		Average	
annual	rainfall	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	 	is	expected	to	be	 in	the	
range	of	17.5	to	25.27	inches.	

Predominant	winds	in	the	area	are	from	the	west	with	an	annual	mean	speed	of	6.60	miles	per	hour.		Winds	
from	 the	 southwest	 and	 west‐northwest	 are	 also	 common.	 	 Weather	 data	 is	 recorded	 at	 the	 McClellan‐
Palomar	Airport.	 	Locally,	 the	airflow	within	Gregory	Canyon	results	 from	a	combination	of	 regional	wind	
patterns,	subregional	land/sea	breezes	and	local	up‐canyon/downcanyon	flows.			

The	 nearest	 SDAPCD	 ambient	 air	 quality	monitoring	 station	 to	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Alternative	 site	 is	 the	
Camp	Pendleton	station	located	about	7	miles	northwest.		This	station	monitors	ozone	and	NO2.		The	nearest	
station	that	monitors	CO,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	is	the	Escondido	station,	about	12	miles	southeast.		Data	from	2007	
through	2011	were	examined,	and	the	maximum	pre‐project	background	concentrations	of	CO	and	NOX	are	
shown	in	Table	4.3‐45,	Ambient	Concentrations	of	CO	and	NO2.			

Table 4.3‐45
 

Ambient Concentrations of CO and NO2 
	

Pollutant  Averaging Time  Background Concentration 

CO	
1‐hour 5.6	ppm	

8‐hour 3.4	ppm	

NO2	
Daily	First	High	1‐hour 0.089	ppm	

Annual 0.01	ppm	
   

Source:  SDAPCD, 2012 

	

Ambient	concentrations	of	PM10	and	PM2.5	were	obtained	from	the	Escondido	station’s	monitoring	data.		Data	
from	2007	 through	 2011	were	 examined,	 and	 the	 ambient	 PM10	 and	PM2.5	 concentrations,	 along	with	 the	
California	and	National	AAQS	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐46,	Ambient	Concentrations	of	Particulate	Matter.	

4.3.6.2  Design Features 

As	with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative,	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	 be	 conditioned	
with	design	features	that	would	avoid,	minimize,	and	compensate	for	adverse	air	quality	impacts	at	nearby	
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sensitive	 receptors.	 	 Likely,	 these	 would	 include	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	as	applicable,	 including	but	not	limited	to	general	measures	to	minimize	dust,	odor,	and	diesel	
particulate	emissions,	such	as:	watering	unpaved	haul	roads	every	two	hours;	traveling	at	speeds	of	no	more	
than	 10	 mph	 on	 all	 on‐site	 unpaved	 road	 surfaces;	 re‐establishing	 groundcover	 on	 areas	 disturbed	 by	
construction—through	seeding	and	watering	those	areas	that	would	not	be	disturbed	for	extended	periods	
(e.g.,	 two	 months	 or	 more);	 maintaining	 construction	 equipment	 engines	 by	 keeping	 them	 tuned	 in	
accordance	with	manufacturers	specifications;	or	only	utilizing	California	diesel	fuel	in	heavy	duty	vehicles;	
paving	the	last	500	feet	of	the	landfill’s	access	road;	regularly	sweeping	the	paved	portion	of	the	site	access	
road	 and	 watering	 the	 paved	 portion	 at	 least	 twice	 daily;	 utilizing	 on‐site	 diesel	 equipment	 that	 meets	
California	certified	(post‐1996)	off‐road	engine	requirements;	applying	cover	soil	to	the	working	face	of	the	
landfill	on	a	daily	basis;	and	including	a	network	of	vertical	extraction	wells,	and	lateral	transmission	pipes	
to	a	gas	recovery	facility,	and	perimeter	gas	monitoring	probes	so	that	 landfill	gas	would	be	extracted	and	
combusted	in	an	enclosed	flare.	

4.3.6.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	 if	the	alternative	would	conflict	with	or	
obstruct	implementation	of	the	San	Diego	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.	

Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 AIR‐1:	 	 The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	RAQS	 or	 the	 applicable	 portions	 of	 the	 SIP	 as	 it	 is	 consistent	with	 growth	
anticipated	by	the	County	and	SANDAG.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.		

Like	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	is	 located	in	the	SDAB,	
and	as	such,	is	located	in	an	area	where	a	regional	air	quality	plan	is	being	implemented,	as	discussed	above	
under	 Regulatory	 Framework.	 	 The	 SDAPCD	 relies	 on	 information	 from	 CARB	 and	 SANDAG,	 including	
projected	 growth,	 mobile,	 area	 and	 all	 other	 source	 emissions,	 in	 order	 to	 predict	 future	 emissions	 and	
develop	appropriate	strategies	for	the	reduction	of	source	emissions	through	regulatory	controls.		The	CARB	
mobile	 source	 emission	projections	 and	SANDAG	growth	projections	 are	based	on	population	 and	vehicle	
trends	and	land	use	plans	developed	by	the	incorporated	cities	and	the	County	of	San	Diego.		The	2009	RAQS	
incorporates	a	comprehensive	strategy	aimed	at	controlling	pollution	from	all	sources,	including	stationary	
sources,	 on‐road	 and	 off‐road	 mobile	 sources	 and	 area	 sources.	 	 Therefore,	 projects	 that	 propose	

Table 4.3‐46
 

Ambient Concentrations of Particulate Matter 
	

Pollutant 
Averaging  

Time 
NAAQS  
(μg/m3) 

CAAQS  
(μg/m3) 

Most Stringent 
AAQS  
(μg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

PM10	
24‐hour	 150 50 50 36
Annual	 None 20 20 12.4

PM2.5	
24‐hour	 35 None 35 82
Annual	 15 12 12 25.3

   

Source:  SDAPCD, 2007‐2011 
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development	which	is	consistent	with	the	growth	anticipated	by	SANDAG	would	be	consistent	with	the	RAQS	
and	the	SIP.		

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	 the	goals	of	 the	County’s	 Integrated	Waste	
Management	Plan	 in	 that	 it	would	provide	 for	 the	 construction	and	operation	of	 a	 landfill	 consistent	with	
criterion	 in	 the	 Plan.	 	 The	 evaluation	 criteria	 of	 the	 Siting	 Element	 (an	 element	 of	 the	 Integrated	Waste	
Management	Plan)	list	air	quality	as	a	sub‐category	of	evaluation	under	Criterion	9	–	Health	and	Safety	‐	and	
states	 that,	 “Proposed	 landfill	 sites	 must	 consider	 existing	 health	 and	 safety	 standards	 for	 construction,	
operation,	and	post	closure.	 	Sites	must	account	for	assurances	to	mitigate	factors	such	as	fires,	run‐off,	air	
quality	 control,	 vector	 management,	 leachate	 prevention,	 and	 least	 pressure	 on	 existing	 infrastructure.”		
With	the	implementation	of	design	features	to	minimize	adverse	impacts	on	air	quality	discussed	previously,	
such	as	 the	 combustion	of	 landfill	 gas	 in	an	enclosed	 flare,	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	be	
consistent	with	 the	 Siting	 Element	 evaluation	 criteria	with	 regards	 to	 air	 quality	 and	 therefore	would	 be	
consistent	 with	 the	 County’s	 Integrated	 Waste	 Management	 Plan.	 	 Although	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative	would	conflict	with	 the	underlying	zoning	of	 the	 site,	which	 is	Specific	Plan	Area,	Rural	Lands	
(RL‐20),	Semi‐Rural	Residential	(SR‐4),	Public	Service	(Transportation/Communication/Utilities)	and	Public	
Agency	 Lands	 (Extractive/Industry),	 implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	
growth	or	traffic	congestion.		The	landfill	would	not	generate	new	residents	and	would	merely	redistribute	
vehicle	trips	that	would	otherwise	be	directed	elsewhere	within	the	County.		Therefore,	the	Gopher	Canyon	
Road	Alternative	would	not	be	inconsistent	with	the	goals	of	the	General	Plan,	which	is	utilized	by	the	RAQS	
and	SIP	to	project	future	growth	in	the	SDAB,	or	with	SANDAG’s	Growth	Management	Strategy.	

Construction	and	operation	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	be	required	to	be	consistent	with	
the	emission	reduction	strategies	in	the	RAQS	and	SIP	in	order	to	comply	with	SDAPCD	rules	and	regulations	
and	 obtain	 necessary	 permits.	 	 It	 would	 also	 be	 required	 to	 comply	 with	 all	 local	 air	 quality	 rules	 and	
regulations.	 	 As	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	 location	 of	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative	 in	the	North	County	would	reduce	emissions	that	would	otherwise	be	created	by	the	export	of	
solid	waste	generated	at	locations	in	or	near	North	County	to	locations	outside	of	the	County	or	the	transport	
of	solid	waste	to	areas	in	the	County	farther	from	the	source.			

Since	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 County’s	 Integrated	 Waste	
Management	 Plan	 as	 well	 as	 the	 goals	 of	 SANDAG’s	 Growth	 Management	 Strategy	 and	 the	 Regional	 Air	
Quality	Plan,	the	purposes	of	which	are	to	reduce	vehicle	traffic	and	air	emissions,	it	would	not	conflict	with	
the	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.	 	No	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	with	respect	to	this	
criterion.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	implementation	of	the	RAQS	or	the	
applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	
that	would	 violate	any	air	quality	 standard	 (NAAQS	and	AQIA)	or	 contribute	 substantially	 to	an	 existing	or	
projected	air	quality	violation.	
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Impact	Statement	Gopher	AIR‐2:	 	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	potentially	 result	 in	
violations	of	air	quality	standards	or	potentially	contribute	to	existing	or	projected	violations.	 	The	
emissions	 of	 ozone	 precursors	 (VOC	 and	 NOX)	 from	 the	 construction	 and	 operation	 the	 Gopher	
Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects.	 	 Implementation	 of	 this	
alternative	would	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	trucks	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	
would	thus	not	exceed	 the	SCAQMD	trigger	 levels.	 	Therefore,	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	
occur	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

Initial Construction 

Initial	construction	of	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	consist	of	 the	following	major	activities:		
(1)	construction	of	 the	access	 road,	and	ancillary	 facilities;	 (2)	 improvements	 to	Gopher	Canyon	Road;	 (3)	
cell	development	including	excavation	of	the	initial	 landfill	cell	and	installation	of	the	associated	clay	liner;	
and	(4)	rock	crushing	operations.	 	Excavation	of	the	initial	 landfill	cell	would	require	minimal	blasting.	 	As	
with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 the	 first	phase	of	 the	 landfill	would	be	developed	as	part	of	 the	
initial	 construction,	 along	with	 the	 access	 road,	 ancillary	 facilities,	 borrow/stockpile	 area(s),	 and	desilting	
basins.	 	 Periodic	 construction	 would	 occur	 to	 prepare	 subsequent	 phases	 for	 operation.79	 	 For	 analysis	
purposes,	it	was	assumed	the	initial	construction	period	would	be	approximately	nine	to	twelve	months	in	
duration	and	would	occur	ten	hours	per	day,	six	days	per	week.		During	initial	construction,	it	is	estimated	
that	 a	maximum	of	 10,000	 cy	would	 be	 excavated	 on	 a	 given	 day.	 	 The	 Gopher	 Canyon	Road	Alternative	
would	have	a	gross	excavation	volume	of	approximately	11.8	mcy.80	

Emissions	associated	with	landfill	construction	would	include	PM10,	PM2.5,	NOX,	SOX,	CO,	VOC,	and	air	toxics.		
The	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	are	calculated	based	on	Tier	2	emission	standards.		The	construction	
contractor	and	landfill	operator	would	ensure	that	the	diesel	equipment	fleet	is	Tier	2	or	better.		Table	4.3‐
47,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	Daily	 Initial	 Construction	 Emissions,	 compares	 estimates	 of	 initial	 construction	
emissions	 with	 the	 air	 quality	 criteria	 described	 in	 subection	 4.3.2.1,	 above.	 	 Emissions	 of	 SOX	 would	 be	
below	the	applicable	AQIA	trigger	levels	and	would	therefore,	not	be	considered	adverse.		Emissions	of	PM10,	
PM2.5,	 VOC,	 and	 NOX	 emissions	 during	 the	 initial	 construction	 would	 exceed	 the	 applicable	 AQIA	 trigger	
levels.	 	 Secondarily,	 NOX	 emissions	 also	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	 offset	 trigger	 thresholds	 and	 are	 considered	
adverse.		PM10	emissions,	as	they	are	substantially	over	the	relative	SDAPCD	AQIA	trigger	threshold,	are	also	
considered	adverse.	

As	discussed	previously,	 dispersion	modeling	performed	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 showed	
that	 emissions	 of	NOX,	 PM10,	 and	 PM2.5	would	 not	 cause	 exceedances	 of	 any	 of	 the	 applicable	 ambient	 air	
quality	standards.		However,	VOCs	and	NOX	are	pre‐cursor	emissions	to	the	formation	of	ozone	and	the	SDAB	
is	 non‐attainment	 for	 ozone.	 	 As	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 contribute	 incrementally	 to	
regional	ozone	and	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	effect,	it	is	likely	that	the	Gopher	Canyon	
Road	Alternative	would	 contribute	 to	 regional	ozone	concentrations	and	would	also	 result	 in	a	 significant	
adverse	air	quality	effect.	

																																																													
79		 Phasing	 plans	 have	 not	 been	 prepared	 for	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.	 	 However,	 given	 that	 the	 capacity	would	 be	 similar	 to	 the	

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	 that	 the	daily	and	annual	 intake	would	be	 the	 same,	 it	 is	assumed	 that	 initial	and	periodic	
construction	would	be	similar	to	that	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	

80		 Geosyntec	Consultants,	Draft	Memorandum,	Off‐site	Alternatives	Evaluation,	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	2012.	



December 2012     4.3  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.3‐113	 	

Table 4.3‐47
  

Summary of Maximum Daily Initial Construction Emissions  
	

Construction Activity 

(Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	
Equipment	Exhaust	 	 	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 25	 586 85 0 13 13	 4 61 33 0 2 2

Fugitive	Emissions	 	 	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Construction	 —	 — — — 191	 11	 — — — — 18	 2	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 —	 — — — 23	 4	 — — — — 2	 0	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 —	 — — — 1,937	 219	 — — — — 10	 2	
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 —	 — — — 2	 0	 — — — — 0	 0	
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 —	 — — — 409	 107	 — — — — 36	 9	

Blasting/Drilling	 0	 68 268 8 8 0	 0 2 6 0 0 0
Ancillary	Construction	 	 	
Exhaust	 81	 253 157 0 13 13	 6 12 9 0 0 0
Fugitive	Dust	 —	 — — — 33	 0	 — — — — 0	 0	

Maximum	Emissions	 106	 907 510 8 2,629 367	 10 75 48 0 68 15
	 	 	
AQIA	Criteria	 75	 250 550 250 100 55	 — — — — — —
Amount	Over/(Under)	 31	 657 (40) (242) 2,529 312	 — — — — — —
   

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Operations 

On‐Site 

As	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 operations	 consists	 of	 transport,	 receipt	 and	 placement	 of	
waste,	application	of	daily	cover,	and	the	collection	and	destruction	of	LFG	and	periodic	construction	to	open	
new	phases/cells.		These	activities	would	generate	exhaust	emissions	and	fugitive	dust	due	to	the	operation	
of	 vehicles	 hauling	 waste,	 performing	 construction	 tasks,	 crushing	 rock,	 and	 traveling	 to	 and	 from	 the	
facilities.	

Operations and Periodic Construction 

Emissions	 associated	with	 landfilling	 and	 rock	processing	 operations	 include	heavy	 equipment	 emissions,	
vehicle	exhaust	emissions	 from	waste	 trucks,	employee,	and	public	 travel	 to	and	 from	the	 landfill,	 fugitive	
dust	generation	from	operations	at	the	active	face	of	the	landfill,	fugitive	dust	from	vehicle	travel	on	unpaved	
roads,	 rock	 processing,	 landfill	 gas,	 and	 combustion	 of	 collected	 gas	 by	 the	 flare.	 	 Detailed	 emissions	
calculations	are	provided	in	Appendix	F.	

In	order	to	ensure	that	 the	maximum	potential	air	quality	 impacts	of	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	
would	 be	 addressed,	 maximum	 impact	 daily	 and	 annual	 emission	 estimates	 were	 developed	 at	 major	
milestones	during	the	23	years	of	landfill	and	rock	processing	operations.		Peak	activity	levels	for	all	sources	
were	assumed	 in	estimating	maximum	daily	pollutant	emissions	 for	 the	proposed	 landfill.	 	These	 included	
the	 maximum	 traffic	 generation	 scenario	 developed	 by	 Linscott,	 Law,	 and	 Greenspan	 Engineers	 (see	
Appendix	M	of	this	EIS)	and	the	peak‐year	landfill	gas	generation	rate	calculated	based	upon	USEPA	AP‐42	
methodology.		Maximum	daily	operational	emissions	were	projected	for	a	maximum	landfill	waste	delivery	
rate	of	5,000	tpd.		For	annual	emissions	estimates,	an	average	waste	delivery	rate	of	3,200	tpd	was	assumed.		
The	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	are	calculated	based	on	Tier	2	emission	standards.		The	construction	
contractor	and	landfill	operator	would	ensure	that	the	on‐site	diesel	equipment	fleet	is	Tier	2	or	better.			

Subsequent	to	the	evaluation	of	the	alternative’s	23‐year	emission	profile,	the	initial	operational	year	and	the	
final	 operational	 year	 of	 landfill	 and	 rock	 processing	 operations	 were	 identified	 as	 the	 years	 with	 the	
maximum	emissions.		The	initial	operational	year	includes	periodic	construction	with	excavation	activities	to	
open	up	the	next	cell	and	active	landfill	and	rock	processing	operations.	 	During	the	final	operational	year,	
the	maximum	amount	of	landfill	gas	would	be	generated	because	it	is	presumed	that	the	landfill	would	have	
reached	 capacity.	 	 Emissions	 of	 criteria	 air	 pollutants	 during	 the	 peak	 activities	 of	 landfill	 and	 rock	
processing	 operations	 are	 presented	 in	 Table	 4.3‐48,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	 Daily	 and	 Annual	 Operating	
Emissions	 –	 Initial	Operational	 Year	 (San	Diego	Air	Basin),	 Table	 4.3‐49,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	Daily	 and	
Annual	 Operating	 Emissions	 –	 Interim	 Operational	 Year	 (San	 Diego	 Air	 Basin),	 Table	 4.3‐50,	 Summary	 of	
Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	Final	Operational	Year	(San	Diego	Air	Basin),	Table	4.3‐51,	
Summary	of	Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	Closing	Year		(San	Diego	Air	Basin),	and	Table	
4.3‐52,	Summary	of	Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operational	Emissions	–	Post‐Closure	Year,	respectively.		The	
tables	 compare	 all	 emissions	 related	 to	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 to	 the	 criteria	 presented	 in	
subsection	4.3.2.1.		In	addition,	since	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	be	operational	for	23	years	
compared	to	30	years	 for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	an	additional	year,	referred	to	as	the	post‐
closure	 year,	 is	 analyzed	 for	 comparison	 purposes.	 	 Emissions	 from	 this	 post‐closure	 year	 should	 be	
compared	to	the	emissions	from	the	future	interim	operational	year	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		
Emissions	 for	 the	post‐closure	year	 are	provided	 in	Table	4.3‐52,	Summary	of	Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	
Operating	Emissions	–	Post	Closure	Year	(San	Diego	Air	Basin).	
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Table 4.3‐48
 

Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Initial Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Construction	Equipment	Exhaust	 5	 79 43 0 3 3	 1 12 7 0 0 0
Construction	Fugitive	Emissions	 —	 — — — 171 28	 — — — — 16 3
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	 	 	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 29	 459 253 0 15 15	 4 70 39 0 2 2
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 9	 466 91 1 5 3	 1 47 9 0.1 0.5 0.3

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	 	 	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Operations	 —	 — — — 239 40	 — — — — 23 4
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 —	 — — — 14 3	 — — — — 2 0
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 —	 — — — 2807 421	 — — — — 15 2
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 —	 — — — 11 5	 — — — — 2 1
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 —	 — — — 240 63	 — — — — 38 10

Blasting/Drilling	 0	 136 536 16 23 0	 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal	 43	 1,140 923 18 3,528 581	 6 129 55 0 99 22
	 	 	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 13  712  128  1  8  5  1  71  13  0.1  0.8  0.5 

Subtotala	 	 	
	 	 	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 30	 428 795 17 3,520 576	 5 58 42 0 98 21
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75	 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (45) 178 245 (233) 3,420 521		 (9) 18 (58) (40) 83 11
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐49

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Interim Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Construction	Equipment	Exhaust	 3 48 26 0 2 2	 0 5 3 0 0 0
Construction	Fugitive	Emissions	 — — — — 24 6	 — — — — 4 1
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 9 217 32 0 5 5	 1 21 3 0 0 0
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 12 230 90 1 2 2	 1 23 9 0.1 0.2 0.2

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 47 10	 — — — — 3 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 471 71	 — — — — 2 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 289 76	 — — — — 30 7

Flares	 7 41 2 20 14 14	 1 8 0 4 3 3
Landfill	Gas	 19 0 1 0 0 0	 4 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal	 50 536 151 21 865 191	 7 57 15 4 43 12
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5  241  49  1  3  2  0  24  5  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 45 295 102 20 862 189	 7 33 10 4 43 12
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (30) (45) (448) (230) 762 134		 (7) (7) (85) (36) 28	 2	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐50

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Final Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 11 251 36 0 5 5	 1 25 4 0 1 1
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 14 125 92 0.7 2 2	 1 12 9 0.1 0.2 0.2

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Operations	 — — — — 68 14	 — — — — 4 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 511 77	 — — — — 3 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 176 35	 — — — — 136 17

Flares	 4 20 1 10 37 37	 4 20 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 52 0 4 0 0 0	 9 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 81 396 133 11 810 175	 15 57 15 10 152 26
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 76 223 91 10 807 173	 15 40 11 10 152 26
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 1	 (27) (459) (240) 707	 118		 1	 0	 (89) (30) 137	 16	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐51

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Closing Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 16 369 54 1 8 8	 2 49 8 0 1 1

				Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 62 9	 — — — — 10 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 4,052 608	 — — — — 21 3
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 2 1	 — — — — 0 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 146 38	 — — — — 22 6

Flares	 20 113 6 55 38 38	 4 21 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 53 0 4 0 0 0	 10 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 94 655 106 57 4,311 704	 16 87 14 10 61 18
	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	

Subtotala	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 89 482 64 56 4,308 702	 16 70 10 10 61 18
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 14	 232	 (486) (194) 4208	 647		 2	 30	 (90) (30) 46	 8	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, (2012) 
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Table 4.3‐52

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Post‐Closure Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 16 369 54 1 8 8	 2 49 8 0 1 1

				Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2
Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 62 9	 — — — — 10 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 4,052 608	 — — — — 21 3
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 2 1	 — — — — 0 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 146 38	 — — — — 22 6

Flares	 20 113 6 55 38 38	 4 21 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 53 0 4 0 0 0	 10 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 94 655 106 57 4,311 704	 16 87 14 10 61 18
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 89 482 64 56 4,308 702	 16 70 10 10 61 18
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 14	 232	 (486) (194) 4,208	 647		 2	 30	 (90) (30) 46	 8	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, (2012) 
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As	 shown	 in	 these	 tables,	 without	 considering	 the	 net	 change	 in	 emissions	 compared	 to	 the	 No	 Federal	
Action	 Alternative,	 projected	 maximum	 emissions	 of	 VOC,	 CO,	 PM10,	 PM2.5,	 and	 NOX	 would	 be	 above	 the	
corresponding	AQIA	 trigger	 levels.	 	 Emissions	 of	 VOCs	 and	NOX	 from	both	 stationary	 and	mobile	 sources	
would	also	exceed	the	SDAPCD	offset	threshold,	and	are	therefore	considered	adverse.	

As	discussed	previously,	 dispersion	modeling	performed	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 showed	
that	emissions	of	CO,	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	would	not	cause	exceedances	of	any	of	the	applicable	ambient	air	
quality	standards.		However,	VOCs	and	NOX	are	pre‐cursor	emissions	to	the	formation	of	ozone	and	the	SDAB	
is	non‐attainment	for	ozone.		Thus,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	contribute	incrementally	to	
regional	ozone	and	would	therefore	result	in	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	effect.		Thus,	it	is	likely	that	the	
Gopher	 Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	 contribute	 to	 regional	 ozone	 concentrations	 and	would	 therefore	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	effect.	

Off‐Site 

Regional Impacts from Waste Hauling and Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Trucks	 hauling	 solid	 waste	 to	 the	 landfill	 and	 trucks	 transporting	 leachate	 off‐site	 would	 contribute	 air	
pollutants	 to	 the	SDAB.	 	However,	 the	 regional	 emissions	 from	waste	hauling	 to	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative	would	 likely	decrease	relative	 to	 the	emissions	resulting	 from	current	waste	hauling	practices,	
because	of	the	proposed	facility’s	closer	proximity	to	waste	generators	in	or	near	North	County.		As	shown	in	
Chapter	2,	Purpose	and	Need,	Table	2‐1,	San	Diego	County	Tons	Disposed	in‐County	and	Out‐of‐County,	using	a	
three‐year	average	(2007	through	2009),81	3,376,000	tons	of	waste	were	disposed	by	San	Diego	County to 
landfills within and outside of the county. 	Of	this,	approximately	976,688	tons,	or	29	percent,	of	solid	waste	
were	generated	in	or	near	North	County.82	 	 	Waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County	is	disposed	of	at	the	
Otay,	Sycamore,	Prima	Deshecha	and	El	Sobrante	landfills.	 	The	Prima	Deshecha	Landfill,	located	in	Orange	
County,	is	the	primary	disposal	site	for	the	City	of	Oceanside.		Orange	County	does	not	anticipate	extending	
agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	2016.			

The	Needs	Assessment	further	indicates	that	assuming	current	rates	of	diversion,	waste	disposal	originating	
from	within	the	County	is	expected	to	increase	from	3,081,142	tons	in	2009	to	3,920,167	(approximately	27	
percent)	by	2025	and	to	4,099,159	(approximately	33	percent)	by	2030.83	 	 It	 is	anticipated	that	waste	will	
continue	 to	 be	 transported	 outside	 the	 County	 or	 to	 landfills	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	Diego	 (Sycamore	 Canyon,	
Miramar)	or	South	County	(Otay)	until	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	or	another	landfill	is	developed.		
The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 is	 geographically	 situated	 to	 provide	 regional	 waste	 disposal	 for	
northern	San	Diego	County.	 	This	would	reduce	the	length	of	waste	transport	trips	from	locations	in	North	
County.			

																																																													
81		 The	data	provided	are	from	a	Needs	Assessment	that	was	prepared	for	the	USACE		in	support	of	the	EIS	by	R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.		

Given	that	complete	calendar	year	2010	tonnage	data	were	not	available	during	the	preparation	of	the	Needs	Assessment	a	three‐
year	average	 tonnage	value	was	 calculated.	 	 In	addition,	 the	 recent	downturn	 in	 the	economy	has	 resulted	 in	a	drop	 in	disposal	
tonnages,	but	disposal	tonnages	are	expected	to	increase	as	construction	and	general	business	activities	recover.		Thus,	a	three‐year	
average	was	used	to	better	reflect	the	quantities	disposed	of	for	the	2010	base	year.		

82		 R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.,	2012.	
83			 Ibid.	
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As	 discussed	 previously,	 VOCs	 and	NOX	 are	 pre‐cursor	 emissions	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
attainment	 for	ozone.	 	While	 the	alternative	 itself	would	result	 in	emissions	of	VOCs	and	NOX,	 the	on‐road	
portion	of	the	emissions	would	represent	a	decrease	compared	to	existing	conditions	as	shown	under	the	No	
Federal	Action	Alternative.		This	is	due	to	the	alternative	being	geographically	situated	in	northern	San	Diego	
County,	 which	 would	 reduce	 the	 length	 of	 waste	 transport	 trips	 compared	 to	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	
Alternative.		Regional	VOC	and	NOX	impacts	are	assessed	based	on	the	net	total	emissions	for	this	alternative,	
which	 is	 calculated	as	 the	alternative’s	 emissions	minus	 the	portion	of	 the	emissions	 from	 the	No	Federal	
Action	Alternative	in	the	SDAB.		As	shown	in	Table	4.3‐48,	Table	4.3‐49,	Table	4.3‐50,	Table	4.3‐51,	and	Table	
4.3‐52,	 the	 net	 total	 emissions	 of	 VOCs	 and/or	 NOX	 are	 anticipated	 to	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	Rule	 20	 offset	
requirement	during	operations.		Thus,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	contribute	incrementally	
to	regional	ozone	and	would	therefore,	result	in	air	quality	impacts	that	would	be	considered	adverse.	

Local Impacts from Waste Hauling 

As	 discussed	 previously,	 an	 analysis	 of	 CO	 concentrations	 at	 three	 locations	 was	 conducted	 for	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	due	to	the	increase	in	traffic	on	the	roadways	using	the	CALINE4	computer	
model.	 	The	purpose	of	 this	modeling	was	 to	determine	microscale	 impacts	adjacent	 to	 the	roadways	 that	
would	be	most	affected	by	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	at	full	build‐out.		As	shown	in	Table	4.3‐27,	
projections	 of	 peak	 hour	 CO	 concentrations	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative’s	 would	 not	 cause	 an	 exceedance	 of	 applicable	 ambient	 air	 quality	 standards.	 	 Analysis	 of	
intersections	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 with	 the	 highest	 peak‐hour	 turning	
volumes	 shows	a	maximum	 increase	of	 24	percent	over	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 intersection	
with	 the	highest	peak‐hour	 turning	volume.	 	Extrapolation	of	 the	highest	projected	1‐hour	and	8‐hour	CO	
concentrations	shown	in	Table	4.3‐27	would	yield	a	worst‐case	1‐hour	CO	concentration	of	18	ppm	and	8‐
hour	concentration	of	6.8	ppm,	which	would	be	well	below	the	NAAQS.		Therefore,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	effect.	

Impacts in the South Coast Air Basin from Waste Hauling 

Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 decrease	 in	 emissions	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	
compared	 to	 current	waste	 hauling	 practices	 because	 of	 the	 proposed	 facility’s	 closer	 proximity	 to	waste	
generators	 in	 North	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 Currently,	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 waste	 is	 transported	 to	 two	 landfill	
facilities	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin:		Prima	Deshecha	(Orange	County)	and	El	Sobrante	(Riverside	County).		
As	a	result,	this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin	 compared	 to	 current	 waste	 hauling	 practices.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Prima	 Deshecha	 Landfill	 does	 not	
anticipate	extending	agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	2016	while	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	
is	to	remain	operational.		When	Prima	Deshecha	ceases	to	accept	waste,	waste	from	North	San	Diego	County	
would	continue	to	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	under	the	No	Action	scenario.		This	alternative	
would	redirect	waste	that	would	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	to	the	Gopher	Canyon	Landfill.		As	
a	result,	 this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin	compared	to	future	No	Action	conditions.		Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	
Air	Basin	relative	to	waste	haul	trips.	



4.3  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.3‐122	 	

Mitigation Measures  

Even	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative,	this	alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	air	quality	regarding	VOC	and	NOX	
emissions	during	 initial	 construction	 and	operation.	 	 There	 are	no	other	mitigation	measures	 available	 to	
reduce	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	to	below	the	AQIA	criteria	thresholds.	 	Therefore,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	during	construction	and	operation.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	
cumulatively	 considerable	 net	 increase	 of	 any	 criteria	 pollutant	 for	 which	 the	 project	 region	 is	 in	 non‐
attainment	under	an	applicable	federal	ambient	air	quality	standard	(or	exceed	quantitative	thresholds	for	O3	
precursors,	NOX	and	VOCs).	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	AIR‐3:		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	a	cumulatively	
considerable	net	 increase	of	 criteria	pollutants	 for	which	 the	project	 region	 is	 in	non‐attainment.		
Implementation	of	this	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	of	VOC	and	NOX	that	would	exceed	the	
SDAPCD	 thresholds	of	significance	 for	ozone	precursors	(VOC	and	NOX).	 	Therefore,	 the	alternative	
would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects.	 	 Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 reduce	
emissions	from	waste	hauling	trucks	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	would	thus	not	exceed	the	
SCAQMD	trigger	levels.		Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	the	emission	of	criteria	pollutants	for	which	the	project	
area	is	in	non‐attainment	during	both	construction	and	operation.		The	SDAB	is	currently	in	non‐attainment	
for	the	federal	8‐hour	ozone	standard.			

Initial Construction 

As	 discussed	 above,	 construction	 emissions	 from	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 are	 predicted	 to	
exceed	the	regional	threshold	for	VOCs	and	NOX.		Since	NOX	and	VOCs	are	both	ozone	precursors,	the	Gopher	
Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	contribute	incrementally	to	regional	ozone	and	would	therefore	result	in	an	
adverse	air	quality	effect.	

Operations 

As	discussed	above,	operation	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	maximum	emissions	of	
VOCs	 and	NOX	 that	would	 exceed	 the	 corresponding	 AQIA	 threshold	 levels.	 	 Emissions	 of	 NOX	 from	 both	
stationary	and	mobile	sources	would	also	exceed	the	SDAPCD	offset	threshold,	and	are	therefore	considered	
adverse.	Since	NOX	and	VOCs	are	both	ozone	precursors,	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Alternative	would	contribute	
incrementally	to	regional	ozone	and	would	therefore	result	in	significant	adverse	air	quality	effects.	

As	previously	discussed,	 this	alternative	would	 reduce	emissions	 in	 the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	 from	waste	
hauling	trucks.		As	a	result	this	alternative	would	result	in	no	adverse	effects	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.		



December 2012    4.3  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.3‐123	 	

Mitigation Measures 

Even	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative,	 this	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 air	 quality	 regarding	 ozone	
precursor	 emissions	during	 construction	 and	operation.	 	 There	 are	 no	 other	 feasible	mitigation	measures	
available	 to	 reduce	 VOC	 and	NOX	 emissions	 to	 below	 the	 AQIA	 threshold	 criteria.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Gopher	
Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	during	construction	and	
operation.	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	expose	sensitive	
receptors	 (including	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 schools,	 hospitals,	 resident	 care	 facilities,	 or	 day‐care	 centers)	 to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	AIR‐4:	 	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	not	expose	sensitive	
receptors	to	substantial	pollutant	concentrations	because	health	risks	would	not	exceed	the	SDAPCD	
thresholds.	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 also	 not	 result	 in	 air	 pollutant	 emissions	 or	 changes	 in	
microclimate	that	would	to	affect	the	surrounding	agricultural	uses.	 	Therefore,	significant	adverse	
effects	would	not	occur.	

The	nearest	municipality	with	significant	populations	 is	Vista,	approximately	 three	miles	southwest	of	 the	
alternative	 site.	 	As	 shown	 in	Table	4.3‐53,	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	Distance	 to	Sensitive	Receptor	
Locations,	 the	nearest	 sensitive	 receptor	 is	 located	 approximately	500	 feet	 from	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative’s	 landfill	 operation	 area.	 	 This	 is	 similar	 to	 the	 distance	 between	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	and	its	closest	sensitive	receptor.		The	HRA	performed	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
determined	that	health	risks	would	be	below	the	SDAPCD’s	thresholds.		Therefore,	health	risks	posed	by	the	
implementation	of	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	 likely	be	similar	 to	 those	of	 the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	and	would	not	exceed	 the	SDAPCD’s	 thresholds.	 	Adverse	effects	would	be	 less	 than	
significant.	

Table 4.3‐53
 

Gopher Canyon Road Alternative Distance to Sensitive Receptor Locations 
	

Distance to Receptors (feet) 

Alternative  Access Road 
Borrow/Stockpile 

Areas  Ancillary Facilities  Landfill Operation 

Applicant’s	Proposed	 3,200	 500	 5,000	 1,300	
Gopher	Canyon	Road	 600	 700	 1,000	 500	

   

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2012  
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Potential Impacts to Avocados and Citrus from Dust and Particulate Matter 

Unlike	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	agricultural	uses	such	as	avocado	and	citrus	trees	do	not	exist	in	
the	vicinity	of	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.	 	Therefore,	significant	adverse	effects	on	avocado	and	
citrus	growth	due	to	dust	and	particulate	matter	would	not	occur.	

Potential for Microclimate Changes 

The	 area	 to	 be	 occupied	 by	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 at	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 would	 be	
modified	into	a	small	basin	or	depression,	thereby	possibly	altering	the	drainage	of	cold	air	on	the	existing	
surface.	 	 As	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 potential	 adverse	 effects	would	 be	 limited	 by	 the	
small	size	of	the	landfill	basin,	as	compared	to	the	much	larger	floor	area	of	the	surroundings.		An	assessment	
of	 the	potential	 change	suggests	a	 less	 than	a	one	degree	Fahrenheit	 temperature	drop	could	occur	 in	 the	
landfill	 footprint	area.	 	This	 is	not	a	substantial	 temperature	change,	and	significant	adverse	effects	would	
not	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	exposure	of	sensitive	populations	to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 create	
objectionable	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	people.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	AIR‐5:		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	include	the	use	of	daily	
landfill	 cover	and	a	 gas	 collection	 system.	 	Odors	originating	 from	 landfill	 gases	produced	by	 this	
alternative	are	expected	to	be	below	the	detectable	limit	at	sensitive	receptor	locations.	 	Therefore,	
the	alternative	would	not	create	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	persons	and	no	significant	
adverse	effects	would	occur.	

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	data	from	USEPA	studies	on	landfill‐generated	odors	are	used	
for	 impact	determination.	 	USEPA	has	extensively	studied	 landfill	 gas	compositions	 throughout	 the	United	
States.	 	Typical	values	for	methane	and	total	sulfur	compounds	are:	 	Methane	(50	percent)	=	500,000	ppm	
and	Sulfur	compounds	=	50	ppm.		The	ratio	for	landfills	of	sulfur	compounds	to	methane	is	one	to	10,000.	

USEPA	 has	 also	 studied	 the	 concentrations	 of	 methane	 which	 occur	 at	 the	 surface	 of	 landfills.	 	 USEPA	
monitoring	has	shown	these	methane	concentrations	range	between	one	and	20	ppm.		Assuming	the	highest	
concentration	 for	 surface	 level	methane	 occurs	 at	 the	 proposed	 landfill,	 the	 resulting	 concentration	 of	 all	
sulfur	 compounds	 released	 to	 the	 atmosphere	would	 be	 2	 ppb.	 	 The	 noticeable	 odor	 threshold	 for	 sulfur	
compounds	are	200	ppb	for	hydrogen	sulfide	and	27	ppb	for	mercaptans.		Thus,	the	maximum	concentration	
of	any	sulfur	compound	having	an	odor	will	remain	at	least	one	order	of	magnitude	(ten‐fold)	lower	than	the	
detectable	 limit	 by	 the	 human	 nose.	 	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	
adverse	effects.	
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Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	odors.		No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	create	potential	
visibility	impacts	to	nearby	Class	I	Wilderness	Areas.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	AIR‐6:	 	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	not	 create	visibility	
impacts	to	nearby	Class	I	Wilderness	Areas.		Therefore,	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.	

The	closest	Class	 I	Wilderness	Area	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	 is	 the	Agua	
Tibia	Wilderness	Area.		However,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	is	located	further	from	the	Agua	
Tibia	Wilderness	Area	as	compared	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		Therefore,	based	on	the	results	
of	 the	 VISCREEN	 analysis	 conducted	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	visibility	impacts	and	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	visibility	effects.		No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	

Greenhouse Gases 

Initial Construction 

Initial	construction	activities	associated	with	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	emit	GHGs	during	
construction	activities	which	would	take	approximately	nine	to	twelve	months.		Construction	would	occur	10	
hours	 per	 day,	 six	 days	 per	 week.	 	 Emissions	 of	 GHGs	 from	 fossil	 fuel	 powered	 on‐site	 construction	
equipment	and	off‐site	vehicles	used	to	transport	construction	workers	and	supplies	were	calculated	for	the	
same	years	as	the	criteria	pollutants	using	emission	factors	from	CalEEMod	and	EMFAC2011.		Results	of	the	
analysis	 are	 presented	 in	Table	4.3‐54,	Annual	GHG	Emissions	 (MTCO2e/yr).	 	 The	Draft	NEPA	Guidance	on	
Consideration	of	the	Effects	of	Climate	Change	and	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	advises	that	a	proposed	action	
would	 be	 adverse	 if	 it	 would	 be	 reasonably	 anticipated	 to	 cause	 direct	 emissions	 of	 25,000	 tons	 of	 CO2e	
annually.		As	shown,	GHG	emissions	would	not	exceed	the	criteria	in	the	Draft	NEPA	guidance.			

Operation 

Operational	 GHG	 emissions	 from	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 result	 from	 landfill	 gas	
emissions,	 emissions	 from	electrical	 generation	 turbines	 and	 flare	 systems,	 fuel	 combustion	 from	on‐	 and	
off‐road	vehicles	and	equipment,	indirect	emissions	from	off‐site	electricity	generation,	and	energy	related	to	
on‐site	water	use.			

Municipal	landfills	accept	both	organic	and	inorganic	wastes.		Most	of	the	gases	generated	by	decomposition	
of	 organic	 waste	 are	 expected	 to	 be	 captured	 through	 the	 landfill	 gas	 collection	 control	 system.		
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Decomposition	 of	 organic	 waste	 results	 in	 CO2	 emissions	 as	 does	 combustion	 of	 the	 landfill	 gas.	 	 It	 was	
assumed	that	75	percent	of	 landfill	gas	would	be	collected	through	the	gas	collection	system	and	piped	to	
external	 controls.	 	The	remaining	25	percent	of	 landfill	 gas	would	be	emitted	at	 the	 landfill	 surface.	 	Both	
processes	convert	the	landfill	methane	to	CO2,	a	less	potent	GHG.		USEPA’s	AP‐42	Report	on	Municipal	Solid	
Waste	Landfills	states	that	the	bulk	of	CO2	is	formed	by	combustion	of	CH4	during	ignition	of	the	landfill	gas	
in	the	turbines	and	flare.		Bio‐degradable	waste	would	decompose	to	CO2	under	aerobic	conditions	if	it	were	
not	 disposed	of	 at	 a	 landfill.	 	 Therefore,	 CO2	 emissions	 from	both	 fugitive	 landfill	 gas	 and	 flare	 emissions	
were	 considered	 to	 occur	with	or	without	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.	 	However,	 CH4	 emissions	
would	not	form	without	a	landfill,	as	all	of	the	biodegradable	carbon	contained	in	the	waste	would	otherwise	
be	converted	to	CO2.	

As	stated	above,	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	emit	CO2	as	a	result	of	biodegradable	organic	
materials	 and	 additional	 CO2	 formed	 during	 the	 combustion	 of	 landfill	 gas.	 	 Decomposition	 of	 organic	
materials	 (e.g.,	 food	 wastes,	 crop	 wastes,	 etc.)	 is	 the	 primary	 source	 of	 CO2	 released	 from	 landfills.	 	 CO2	
emission	from	the	decomposition	of	organic	material	is	part	of	the	natural	carbon	cycle,	therefore,	landfills	
would	 not	 generate	 a	 net	 increase	 in	 organic	 CO2	 emissions	 if	 the	 emissions	 are	 released	 back	 to	 the	
environment,	since	these	emissions	would	naturally	occur	anyway.		Organic	CO2	emissions	can	therefore	be	
considered	as	not	resulting	from	the	landfill	and	do	not	have	to	be	counted	as	landfill	GHG	emissions.		On	July	

Table 4.3‐54
 

Maximum Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) 
	

Source 

Initial 
Construction 

Year 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year   

Final 
Operational 

Year 
Closing 
Year 

Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative 
Landfill	Operations	 12,208  12,808 3,417 4,277  7,364

On‐Road	Trucks	 —  7,717 6,803 6,694  13,005

Energy	 —  71 71 71  71

Water	 35  35 35 35  35

Landfill	Gasa	 —  — 418,017	 	 418,017	 418,017	
Subtotal	 12,243	 20,631 428,343 429,094	 438,492

	 	 	
No		Federal	Action	
Alternative	 	

	 	 	 	 	

Subtotalb	 —	 15,702  434,602    434,439  434,439	
	 	 	

Net	Total	Emissionsc	 12,243	 4,928	 (6,259) (5,345)	 4,053	
   

a  Landfill gas emissions, which  includes  flaring emissions, are  included as part of  the baseline  (No Action) scenario because 
they would be generated regardless of where the waste was deposited.  The GHG emissions are calculated using CalEEMod, 
based on 1 million tons per year of municipal solid waste.  For comparison purposes, landfill gas GHG emissions are included 
for the years in which the build alternatives would be in operation and are assumed to occur in the year following the year 
the waste is deposited. 

b  See discussion of greenhouse gas emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
c  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the 

emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
 
Source:  PCR Services, 2012
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1,	2011,	the	USEPA	issued	a	final	rule,	deferring	for	a	three‐year	period,	the	GHG	permitting	requirements	for	
CO2	emissions	 from	biogenic	 (organic)	sources.	 	Therefore,	organic	CO2	emissions	are	subtracted	 from	the	
total	GHG	emissions	associated	with	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.	

Table	4.3‐54	summarizes	annual	GHG	emissions	associated	with	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.	 	As	
shown,	GHG	emissions	would	generally	be	reduced	compared	to	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	due	to	a	
reduction	in	vmt	from	geographically	locating	a	landfill	in	northern	San	Diego	County.		GHG	emissions	would	
be	higher	during	construction	and	closing	years	due	to	the	emissions	from	the	additional	off‐road	equipment	
needed	to	construct	and	close	the	landfill.		Operational	and	post‐closure	GHG	emissions	generated	by	fugitive	
landfill	gas	and	by	emissions	from	the	landfill	gas	flare	were	quantified;	however,	the	landfill	gas	emissions	
are	considered	to	be	part	of	the	baseline	because	the	GHG	emissions	would	be	generated	regardless	of	where	
the	waste	was	deposited.		The	majority	of	the	landfill’s	direct	and	indirect	GHG	emissions	would	occur	during	
active	operation	of	 the	 landfill.	 	On	 the	other	hand,	GHG	emissions	 from	 fugitive	 landfill	 gas	 and	 the	 flare	
would	 continue	 to	 occur	 after	 the	 landfill	 has	 closed.	 	 AB	 32	 is	 anticipated	 to	 secure	 emission	 reductions	
through	 a	 variety	 of	 mechanisms,	 such	 as	 increasing	 energy	 efficiency	 and	 introducing	 more	 renewable	
energy	sources.	 	CARB	has	already	begun	 to	adopt	strategies	 to	 reduce	GHG	emissions	under	AB	32.	 	One	
such	strategy,	Reducing	Methane	Emissions	from	Municipal	Solid	Waste	Landfills,	is	one	of	the	nine	discrete	
early	action	measures	in	the	Climate	Change	Scoping	Plan	that	is	estimated	to	reduce	as	much	as	one	million	
metric	tons	of	CO2e.		This	regulation	became	effective	on	June	17,	2010.		It	requires	owners	and	operators	of	
certain	uncontrolled	landfills	to	 install	gas	collection	and	control	systems,	and	requires	existing	and	newly	
installed	gas	collection	and	control	systems	to	operate	in	an	optimal	manner	with	the	best	available	control	
technology	(75	percent	collection	efficiency	and	98.2	percent	control	efficiency	for	landfill	gas	constituents	
in	gas	turbines).		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	have	a	gas	collection	and	control	system	which	
meets	these	requirements	as	part	of	its	design.			

Other	 strategies	 included	 in	 the	Climate	Change	Scoping	Plan	 to	 reduce	GHG	emissions	 include,	California	
Light‐Duty	 Vehicle	 GHG	 Standards,	 Energy	 Efficiency,	 Renewables	 Portfolio	 Standard,	 Low	 Carbon	 Fuel	
Standard,	Vehicle	Efficiency	Measures,	 and	Heavy/Medium‐Duty	Vehicles.	 	While	applicable	 to	 the	Gopher	
Canyon	 Road	 Alternative,	 these	 measures	 are	 not	 generally	 under	 the	 control	 of	 the	 applicant	 or	 local	
agencies.	 	Since	 these	measures	are	under	development	and	regulations	have	not	yet	been	adopted	at	 this	
time,	 they	have	not	been	 included	 in	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	and	GHG	reductions	 from	these	
strategies	have	not	been	calculated.	 	Comparing	GHG	emissions	 from	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	
with	the	implementing	programs	and	regulations	to	achieve	the	statewide	GHG	emission	reduction	goals	of	
AB	32	is	difficult.	 	Nonetheless,	emission	reductions	from	these	strategies	are	anticipated	to	occur	as	CARB	
adopts	 and	 implements	 regulations	 under	 AB	 32.	 	 Since	 they	 have	 not	 been	 included	 in	 the	 analysis,	 the	
results	 are	 conservative	 and	 emissions	 would	 likely	 be	 less	 due	 to	 these	 measures,	 which	 the	 applicant	
would	have	to	comply.	

There	are	no	science‐based	GHG	significance	thresholds	applicable	to	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	
that	have	been	adopted	by	regulation	by	the	federal	government	or	the	state.		In	the	absence	of	an	adopted	
or	 science‐based	GHG	 threshold,	 no	 judgment	 as	 to	 the	 significance	 of	 this	 alternative’s	GHG	 emissions	 is	
made.	
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Mitigation Measures 

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	will	reduce	GHG	emissions	to	the	extent	feasible	through	project	design	
features.		No	additional	mitigation	measures	are	applicable	or	proposed.			

4.3.7  MERRIAM MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE 

4.3.7.1  Affected Environment  

As	with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	 rainy	 season	 at	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 site	
extends	from	October	through	April	with	the	most	significant	rain	events	occurring	January	through	March.	
Average	annual	rainfall	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	 is	expected	to	be	
in	the	range	of	17.5	to	25.27	inches.	

Predominant	winds	in	the	area	are	from	the	west	with	an	annual	mean	speed	of	6.60	miles	per	hour.		Winds	
from	 the	 southwest	 and	 west‐northwest	 are	 also	 common.	 	 Weather	 data	 is	 recorded	 at	 the	 McClellan‐
Palomar	Airport.		

The	nearest	SDAPCD	ambient	air	quality	monitoring	station	to	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	is	the	
Camp	 Pendleton	 station	 located	 about	 10	 miles	 northwest.	 	 This	 station	 monitors	 ozone	 and	 NO2.	 	 The	
nearest	 station	 that	monitors	CO,	PM10,	 and	PM2.5	 is	 the	Escondido	 station,	 about	8	miles	 southeast.	 	Data	
from	2007	 through	2011	were	examined,	and	 the	maximum	pre‐project	background	concentrations	of	CO	
and	NOX	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐55,	Ambient	Concentrations	of	CO	and	NO2.			

 
Table 4.3‐55

 
Ambient Concentrations of CO and NO2 

	
Pollutant  Averaging Time  Background Concentration 

CO	
1‐hour 5.6	ppm	

8‐hour 3.4	ppm	

NO2	
Daily	First	High	1‐hour 0.089	ppm	

Annual 0.01	ppm	
   

Source:  SDAPCD, 2012 

 

Ambient	concentrations	of	PM10	and	PM2.5	were	obtained	from	the	Escondido	station’s	monitoring	data.		Data	
from	2007	 through	 2011	were	 examined,	 and	 the	 ambient	 PM10	 and	PM2.5	 concentrations,	 along	with	 the	
California	and	National	AAQS	are	shown	in	Table	4.3‐56,	Ambient	Concentrations	of	Particulate	Matter.	

4.3.7.2  Design Features 

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	be	conditioned	with	
design	 features	 that	 would	 avoid,	 minimize,	 and	 compensate	 for	 adverse	 air	 quality	 effects	 at	 nearby	
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sensitive	 receptors.	 	 Likely,	 these	 would	 include	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	as	applicable,	 including	but	not	limited	to	general	measures	to	minimize	dust,	odor,	and	diesel	
particulate	emissions,	such	as:	watering	unpaved	haul	roads	every	two	hours;	traveling	at	speeds	of	no	more	
than	 ten	 mph	 on	 all	 on‐site	 unpaved	 road	 surfaces;	 re‐establishing	 groundcover	 on	 areas	 disturbed	 by	
construction—through	seeding	and	watering	those	areas	that	would	not	be	disturbed	for	extended	periods	
(e.g.,	 two	 months	 or	 more).;	 maintaining	 construction	 equipment	 engines	 by	 keeping	 them	 tuned	 in	
accordance	with	manufacturers	specifications;	or	only	utilizing	California	diesel	fuel	in	heavy	duty	vehicles;	
paving	the	last	500	feet	of	the	landfill’s	access	road;	regularly	sweeping	the	paved	portion	of	the	site	access	
road	 and	 watering	 the	 paved	 portion	 at	 least	 twice	 daily;	 utilizing	 on‐site	 diesel	 equipment	 that	 meets	
California	certified	(post‐1996)	off‐road	engine	requirements;	applying	cover	soil	to	the	working	face	of	the	
landfill	on	a	daily	basis;	and	including	a	network	of	vertical	extraction	wells,	and	lateral	transmission	pipes	
to	a	gas	recovery	facility,	and	perimeter	gas	monitoring	probes	so	that	 landfill	gas	would	be	extracted	and	
combusted	in	an	enclosed	flare.	

4.3.7.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	 if	the	alternative	would	conflict	with	or	
obstruct	implementation	of	the	San	Diego	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.	

Impact	 Statement	 Merriam	 AIR‐1:	 	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	RAQS	 or	 the	 applicable	 portions	 of	 the	 SIP	 as	 it	 is	 consistent	with	 growth	
anticipated	by	the	County	and	SANDAG.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Like	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Merriam	Mountain	project	site	is	located	in	the	SDAB,	and	as	
such,	is	located	in	an	area	where	a	regional	air	quality	plan	is	being	implemented,	as	discussed	above	under	
Regulatory	 Framework.	 	 The	 SDAPCD	 relies	 on	 information	 from	CARB	 and	 SANDAG,	 including	 projected	
growth,	 mobile,	 area	 and	 all	 other	 source	 emissions,	 in	 order	 to	 predict	 future	 emissions	 and	 develop	
appropriate	strategies	for	the	reduction	of	source	emissions	through	regulatory	controls.		The	CARB	mobile	
source	 emission	 projections	 and	 SANDAG	 growth	 projections	 are	 based	 on	 population	 and	 vehicle	 trends	
and	 land	 use	 plans	 developed	 by	 the	 incorporated	 cities	 and	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego.	 	 The	 2009	 RAQS	
incorporates	a	comprehensive	strategy	aimed	at	controlling	pollution	from	all	sources,	including	stationary	
sources,	 on‐road	 and	 off‐road	 mobile	 sources	 and	 area	 sources.	 	 Therefore,	 projects	 that	 propose	
development	which	is	consistent	with	the	growth	anticipated	by	SANDAG	would	be	consistent	with	the	RAQS	
and	the	SIP.		

Table 4.3‐56
 

Ambient Concentrations of Particulate Matter 
	

Pollutant 
Averaging  

Time 
NAAQS  
(μg/m3) 

CAAQS  
(μg/m3) 

Most Stringent 
AAQS  
(μg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

PM10	
24‐hour	 150 50 50 36
Annual	 None 20 20 12.4

PM2.5	
24‐hour	 35 None 35 82
Annual	 15 12 12 25.3

   

Source:  SDAPCD, 2007‐2011 



4.3  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.3‐130	 	

The	 Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 goals	 of	 the	 County’s	 Integrated	Waste	
Management	Plan	in	that	it	would	provide	for	the	construction	and	operation	of	a	landfill	consistent	with	the	
criterion	 in	 the	 Plan.	 	 The	 evaluation	 criteria	 of	 the	 Siting	 Element	 (an	 element	 of	 the	 Integrated	Waste	
Management	Plan)	list	air	quality	as	a	sub‐category	of	evaluation	under	Criterion	9	–	Health	and	Safety	‐	and	
states	 that,	 “Proposed	 landfill	 sites	 must	 consider	 existing	 health	 and	 safety	 standards	 for	 construction,	
operation,	and	post	closure.	 	Sites	must	account	for	assurances	to	mitigate	factors	such	as	fires,	run‐off,	air	
quality	 control,	 vector	 management,	 leachate	 prevention,	 and	 least	 pressure	 on	 existing	 infrastructure.”		
With	the	implementation	of	design	features	to	minimize	adverse	impacts	on	air	quality	discussed	previously,	
such	 as	 the	 combustion	 of	 landfill	 gas	 in	 an	 enclosed	 flare,	 the	 Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 be	
consistent	with	 the	 Siting	 Element	 evaluation	 criteria	with	 regards	 to	 air	 quality	 and	 therefore	would	 be	
consistent	with	the	Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan.	Although	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	
conflict	with	the	underlying	zoning	of	the	site,	which	is	rural	use	(RL‐20),	implementation	of	this	alternative	
would	not	result	 in	significant	growth	or	traffic	congestion,	as	a	 landfill	would	not	generate	new	residents	
and	would	merely	redistribute	vehicle	trips	that	would	otherwise	be	directed	elsewhere	within	the	County.		
Therefore,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	not	be	inconsistent	with	the	goals	of	the	General	Plan,	
which	 is	 utilized	 by	 the	 RAQS	 and	 SIP	 to	 project	 future	 growth	 in	 the	 SDAB,	 or	 with	 SANDAG’s	 Growth	
Management	Strategy.	

Construction	and	operation	of	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	be	required	 to	be	consistent	with	
the	emission	reduction	strategies	in	the	RAQS	and	SIP	in	order	to	comply	with	SDAPCD	rules	and	regulations	
and	 obtain	 necessary	 permits.	 	 It	 would	 also	 be	 required	 to	 comply	 with	 all	 local	 air	 quality	 rules	 and	
regulations.		As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	location	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
in	the	North	County	would	reduce	emissions	that	would,	otherwise,	be	created	by	the	export	of	solid	waste	
generated	at	locations	in	or	near	North	County	to	locations	out	of	the	County	or	the	transport	of	solid	waste	
to	areas	in	the	County	farther	from	the	source.			

Since	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 County’s	 Integrated	 Waste	
Management	 Plan	 as	 well	 as	 the	 goals	 of	 SANDAG’s	 Growth	 Management	 Strategy	 and	 the	 Regional	 Air	
Quality	Plan,	the	purposes	of	which	are	to	reduce	vehicle	traffic	and	air	emissions,	it	would	not	conflict	with	
the	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.	 	No	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	with	respect	to	this	
criterion.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	of	 the	design	 features	 that	are	 incorporated	 into	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	implementation	of	the	RAQS	or	the	
applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	
that	would	 violate	any	air	quality	 standard	 (NAAQS	and	AQIA)	or	 contribute	 substantially	 to	an	 existing	or	
projected	air	quality	violation.	

Impact	 Statement	Merriam	AIR‐2:	 	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	potentially	 result	 in	
violations	of	air	quality	standards	or	potentially	contribute	to	existing	or	projected	violations.	 	The	
emissions	of	ozone	precursors	(VOC	and	NOX)	 from	 the	construction	and	operation	of	 the	Merriam	
Mountain	Alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.	 	Implementation	of	this	alternative	
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would	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	trucks	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	would	thus	
not	exceed	the	SCAQMD	trigger	levels.		Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	
Air	Basin.	

Initial Construction 

Initial	 construction	 of	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 consist	 of	 the	 following	major	 activities:		
(1)	construction	of	 the	access	road,	and	ancillary	 facilities;	 (2)	 improvements	 to	Lawrence	Welk	Drive;	 (3)	
cell	development	including	excavation	of	the	initial	 landfill	cell	and	installation	of	the	associated	clay	liner;	
and	(4)	rock	crushing	operations.	Excavation	of	 the	 initial	 landfill	cell	would	require	minimal	blasting.	 	As	
with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 the	 first	phase	of	 the	 landfill	would	be	developed	as	part	of	 the	
initial	 construction,	 along	with	 the	 access	 road,	 ancillary	 facilities,	 borrow/stockpile	 area(s),	 and	desilting	
basins.	 	 Periodic	 construction	 would	 occur	 to	 prepare	 subsequent	 phases	 for	 operation.84	 	 For	 analysis	
purposes,	it	was	assumed	the	initial	construction	period	would	be	approximately	nine	to	twelve	months	in	
duration	and	would	occur	10	hours	per	day,	six	days	per	week.	 	During	initial	construction,	 it	 is	estimated	
that	a	maximum	of	10,000	cy	would	be	excavated	on	a	given	day.		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	
have	a	gross	excavation	volume	of	approximately	7.5	mcy.85	

Emissions	associated	with	landfill	construction	would	include	PM10,	PM2.5,	NOX,	SOX,	CO,	VOC,	and	air	toxics.		
The	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	are	calculated	based	on	Tier	2	emission	standards.		The	construction	
contractor	and	landfill	operator	would	ensure	that	the	diesel	equipment	fleet	is	Tier	2	or	better.		Table	4.3‐
57,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	Daily	 Initial	 Construction	 Emissions,	 compares	 estimates	 of	 initial	 construction	
emissions	with	the	air	quality	criteria	described	in	Section	4.3.2.1,	above.		Emissions	of	SOX	would	be	below	
the	applicable	AQIA	trigger	levels	and	would	therefore,	not	be	considered	adverse.		Emissions	of	PM10,	PM2.5,	
VOC,	 and	 NOX	 emissions	 during	 the	 initial	 construction	 would	 exceed	 the	 applicable	 AQIA	 trigger	 levels.		
Secondarily,	NOX	 emissions	 also	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	offset	 trigger	 thresholds	 and	 are	 considered	 adverse.		
PM10	 emissions,	 as	 they	 are	 substantially	 over	 the	 relative	 SDAPCD	 AQIA	 trigger	 threshold	 are	 also	
considered	adverse.	

As	discussed	previously,	 dispersion	modeling	performed	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 showed	
that	 emissions	 of	NOX,	 PM10,	 and	 PM2.5	would	 not	 cause	 exceedances	 of	 any	 of	 the	 applicable	 ambient	 air	
quality	standards.		However,	VOCs	and	NOX	are	pre‐cursor	emissions	to	the	formation	of	ozone	and	the	SDAB	
is	 non‐attainment	 for	 ozone.	 	 As	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 contribute	 incrementally	 to	
regional	 ozone	 and	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 air	 quality	 effect,	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 the	 Merriam	
Mountain	 Alternative	would	 contribute	 to	 regional	 ozone,	 PM10,	 and	 PM2.5	 concentrations	 and	would	 also	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	effect.	

	

																																																													
84		 Phasing	 plans	 have	 not	 been	 prepared	 for	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.	 	 However,	 given	 that	 the	 capacity	would	 be	 similar	 to	 the	

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	 that	 the	daily	and	annual	 intake	would	be	 the	 same,	 it	 is	assumed	 that	 initial	and	periodic	
construction	would	be	similar	to	that	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	

85		 Geosyntec	Consultants,	Draft	Memorandum,	Off‐site	Alternatives	Evaluation,	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill,	January	2012.	
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Table 4.3‐57
  

Summary of Maximum Daily Initial Construction Emissions  
	

Construction Activity 

(Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
Equipment	Exhaust	 	 	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 25	 586 85 0 13 13	 4 61 33 0 2 2

Fugitive	Emissions	 	 	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Construction	 —	 — — — 191	 11	 — — — — 18	 2	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 —	 — — — 23	 4	 — — — — 2	 0	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 —	 — — — 1,937	 219	 — — — — 10	 2	
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 —	 — — — 2	 0	 — — — — 0	 0	
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 —	 — — — 409	 107	 — — — — 36	 9	

Blasting/Drilling	 0	 68 268 8 8 0	 0 2 6 0 0 0
Ancillary	Construction	 	 	
Exhaust	 81	 253 157 0 13 13	 6 12 9 0 0 0
Fugitive	Dust	 —	 — — — 33	 0	 — — — — 0	 0	

Maximum	Emissions	 106	 907 510 8 2,629 367	 10 75 48 0 68 15
	 	 	
AQIA	Criteria	 75	 250 550 250 100 55	 — — — — — —
Amount	Over/(Under)	 31	 657 (40) (242) 2,529 312	 — — — — — —
   

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Operations 

On‐Site 

The	two	broad	activities	associated	with	the	operation	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	include	
landfill	operations	and	periodic	landfill	development.		Landfill	operations	would	consist	of	transport,	receipt	
and	placement	of	waste,	application	of	daily	cover,	and	the	collection	and	destruction	of	LFG.		After	the	initial	
startup	of	the	operation,	landfill	development	would	occur	as	periods	of	additional	excavation,	compaction	of	
subgrade	soils,	and	installation	of	a	composite	liner.	 	All	of	the	activities	would	generate	exhaust	emissions	
and	 fugitive	 dust	 due	 to	 the	 operation	 of	 vehicles	 hauling	waste,	 performing	 construction	 tasks,	 crushing	
rock,	and	traveling	to	and	from	the	facilities.	

Operations and Periodic Construction 

Emissions	 associated	with	 landfilling	 and	 rock	processing	 operations	 include	heavy	 equipment	 emissions,	
vehicle	 exhaust	 emissions	 from	 trash	 trucks,	 employee,	 and	public	 travel	 to	 and	 from	 the	 landfill,	 fugitive	
dust	generation	from	operations	at	the	active	face	of	the	landfill,	fugitive	dust	from	vehicle	travel	on	unpaved	
roads,	 rock	 processing,	 landfill	 gas,	 and	 combustion	 of	 collected	 gas	 by	 the	 flare.	 	 Detailed	 emissions	
calculations	are	provided	in	Appendix	F.	

In	 order	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	maximum	 potential	 air	 quality	 impacts	 of	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	
would	 be	 addressed,	 maximum	 impact	 daily	 and	 annual	 emission	 estimates	 were	 developed	 at	 major	
milestones	during	the	27	years	of	landfill	and	rock	processing	operations.		Peak	activity	levels	for	all	sources	
were	assumed	 in	estimating	maximum	daily	pollutant	emissions	 for	 the	proposed	 landfill.	 	These	 included	
the	 maximum	 traffic	 generation	 scenario	 developed	 by	 Linscott,	 Law,	 and	 Greenspan	 Engineers	 (see	
Appendix	N	of	this	Draft	EIS)	and	the	peak‐year	landfill	gas	generation	rate	calculated	based	upon	USEPA	AP‐
42	 methodology.	 	 Maximum	 daily	 operational	 emissions	 were	 projected	 for	 a	 maximum	 landfill	 waste	
delivery	rate	of	5,000	tpd.		For	annual	emissions	estimates,	an	average	waste	delivery	rate	of	3,200	tpd	was	
assumed.	 	The	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	are	calculated	based	on	Tier	2	emission	standards.	 	The	
construction	contractor	and	landfill	operator	would	ensure	that	the	diesel	equipment	fleet	is	Tier	2	or	better.			

Subsequent	to	the	evaluation	of	the	alternative’s	27‐year	emission	profile,	the	initial	operational	year	and	the	
final	 operational	 year	 of	 landfill	 and	 rock	 processing	 operations	 were	 identified	 as	 the	 years	 with	 the	
maximum	emissions.		The	initial	operational	year	includes	periodic	construction	with	excavation	activities	to	
open	up	the	next	cell	and	active	landfill	and	rock	processing	operations.	 	During	the	final	operational	year,	
the	maximum	amount	of	landfill	gas	would	be	generated	because	it	is	presumed	that	the	landfill	would	have	
reached	 capacity.	 	 Emissions	 of	 criteria	 air	 pollutants	 during	 the	 peak	 activities	 of	 landfill	 and	 rock	
processing	 operations	 are	 presented	 in	 Table	 4.3‐58,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	 Daily	 and	 Annual	 Operating	
Emissions	 –	 Initial	Operational	 Year	 (San	Diego	Air	Basin),	 Table	 4.3‐59,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	Daily	 and	
Annual	 Operating	 Emissions	 –	 Interim	 Operational	 Year	 (San	 Diego	 Air	 Basin),	 Table	 4.3‐60,	 Summary	 of	
Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	Future	 Interim	Operational	Year	 	 (San	Diego	Air	Basin),	
Table	 4.3‐61,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	 –	Final	Operational	Year	 	 (San	
Diego	Air	Basin),	 and	Table	 4.3‐62,	Summary	of	Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	Closing	
Year		(San	Diego	Air	Basin),	respectively.		The	tables	compare	all	emissions	related	to	the	Merriam	Mountain	
Alternative	to	the	criteria	presented	in	subsection	4.3.2.1.	
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Table 4.3‐58
 

Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Initial Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
Construction	Equipment	Exhaust	 5	 79 43 0 3 3	 1 12 7 0 0 0
Construction	Fugitive	Emissions	 —	 — — — 171 28	 — — — — 16 3
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	 	 	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 29	 459 253 0 15 15	 4 70 39 0 2 2
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 10	 500 93 1 6 3	 1 50 9 0.1 0.6 0.3

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	 	 	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Operations	 —	 — — — 239 40	 — — — — 23 4
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 —	 — — — 14 3	 — — — — 2 0
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 —	 — — — 2807 421	 — — — — 15 2
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 —	 — — — 11 5	 — — — — 2 1
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 —	 — — — 240 63	 — — — — 38 10

Blasting/Drilling	 0	 136 536 16 23 0	 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal	 44	 1,174 925 18 3,529 581	 6 132 55 0 99 22
	 	 	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 13  712  128  1  8  5  1  71  13  0.1  0.8  0.5 

Subtotala	 	 	
	 	 	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 31	 462 797 17 3,521 576	 5 61 42 0 98 21
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75	 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (44)	 212 247 (233) 3,421	 521		 (9) 21 (58) (40) 83 11
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐59
 

Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Interim Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
Construction	Equipment	Exhaust	 3 48 26 0 2 2	 0 5 3 0 0 0
Construction	Fugitive	Emissions	 — — — — 24 6	 — — — — 4 1
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 9 217 32 0 5 5	 1 21 3 0 0 0
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 13 243 91 1 2 2	 1 24 9 0.1 0.2 0.2

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 47 10	 — — — — 3 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 471 71	 — — — — 2 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 289 76	 — — — — 30 7

Flares	 7 41 2 20 14 14	 1 8 0 4 3 3
Landfill	Gas	 19 0 1 0 0 0	 4 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal	 51 549 152 21 865 191	 7 58 15 4 43 12
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5  241  49  1  3  2  0  24  5  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 46 308 103 20 862 189	 7 34 10 4 43 12
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (29) 58	 (447) (230) 762	 134		 (7) (6) (85) (36) 28	 2	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐60
 

Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Future Interim Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 31 216 62 0 5 5	 3 21 6 0 0 0
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 14 130 94 0.9 2 2	 1 13 9 0.1 0.2 0.2

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 76 15	 — — — — 5 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 — — — — 8 2	 — — — — 0 0
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 322 48	 — — — — 2 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 281 74	 — — — — 26 7

Blasting/Drilling	 0 17 67 2 1 0	 0 0 1 0 0 0
Flares	 17 96 5 47 32 32	 3 17 1 9 6 6
Landfill	Gas	 45 0 3 0 0 0	 8 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 107 459 231 50 738 183	 15 51 18 9 40 14
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 102 286 189 49 735 181	 15 34 14 9 40 14
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 14 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 27	 36	 (361) (201) 635	 126		 1	 (6) (86) (31) 25	 4	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐61
 

Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Final Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 11 251 36 0 5 5	 1 25 4 0 1 1
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 14 130 94 0.9 2 2	 1 13 9 0.1 0.2 0.2

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Operations	 — — — — 68 14	 — — — — 4 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 511 77	 — — — — 3 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 176 35	 — — — — 136 17

Flares	 4 20 1 10 37 37	 4 20 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 52 0 4 0 0 0	 9 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 81 401 135 11 810 175	 15 58 15 10 152 26
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 76 228 93 10 807 173	 15 41 11 10 152 26
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 14 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 1	 (22) (457) (240) 707	 118		 1	 1	 (89) (30) 137	 16	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐62
 

Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Closing Year (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 16 369 54 1 8 8	 2 49 8 0 1 1

				Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2
Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 62 9	 — — — — 10 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 4,052 608	 — — — — 21 3
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 2 1	 — — — — 0 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 146 38	 — — — — 22 6

Flares	 20 113 6 55 38 38	 4 21 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 53 0 4 0 0 0	 10 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 94 655 106 57 4311 704	 16 87 14 10 61 18
	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
Subtotala	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 89 482 64 56 4,308 702	 16 70 10 10 61 18
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 14	 232	 (486) (194) 4,208	 647		 2	 30	 (90) (30) 46	 8	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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As	 shown	 in	 these	 tables,	 without	 considering	 the	 net	 change	 in	 emissions	 compared	 to	 the	 No	 Federal	
Action	 Alternative,	 projected	 maximum	 emissions	 of	 VOC,	 CO,	 PM10,	 PM2.5,	 and	 NOX	 would	 be	 above	 the	
corresponding	AQIA	 trigger	 levels.	 	 Emissions	 of	 VOCs	 and	NOX	 from	both	 stationary	 and	mobile	 sources	
would	also	exceed	the	SDAPCD	offset	threshold,	and	are	therefore	considered	adverse.			

As	discussed	previously,	 dispersion	modeling	performed	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 showed	
that	emissions	of	CO,	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	would	not	cause	exceedances	of	any	of	the	applicable	ambient	air	
quality	standards.		However,	VOCs	and	NOX	are	pre‐cursor	emissions	to	the	formation	of	ozone	and	the	SDAB	
is	 non‐attainment	 for	 ozone.	 	 As	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 contribute	 incrementally	 to	
regional	 ozone	 and	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 air	 quality	 effect,	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 the	 Merriam	
Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 contribute	 to	 regional	 ozone	 concentrations	 and	 would	 also	 result	 in	 a	
significant	adverse	air	quality	effect.	

Off‐Site 

Regional Impacts from Waste Hauling and Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Trucks	 hauling	 solid	 waste	 to	 the	 landfill	 and	 trucks	 transporting	 leachate	 off‐site	 would	 contribute	 air	
pollutants	 to	 the	 SDAB.	 	 However,	 the	 regional	 emissions	 from	 waste	 hauling	 to	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative	would	 likely	decrease	relative	 to	 the	emissions	resulting	 from	current	waste	hauling	practices,	
because	of	the	proposed	facility’s	closer	proximity	to	waste	generators	in	or	near	North	County.		As	shown	in	
Chapter	2,	Purpose	and	Need,	Table	2‐1,	San	Diego	County	Tons	Disposed	in‐County	and	Out‐of‐County,	using	a	
three‐year	average	(2007	through	2009),86	3,376,000	tons	of	waste	were	disposed	by	San	Diego	County to 
landfills within and outside of the county.  Of	 this,	 approximately	 976,688	 tons,	 or	 29	 percent,	 of	 solid	
waste	were	generated	in	or	near	North	County.87		Waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County	is	disposed	of	at	
the	 Otay,	 Sycamore,	 Prima	 Deshecha	 and	 El	 Sobrante	 landfills.	 	 The	 Prima	 Deshecha	 Landfill,	 in	 Orange	
County,	is	the	primary	disposal	site	for	the	City	of	Oceanside.		Orange	County	does	not	anticipate	extending	
agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	2016.	

The	Needs	Assessment	further	indicates	that	assuming	current	rates	of	diversion,	waste	disposal	originating	
from	within	the	County	is	expected	to	increase	from	3,081,142	tons	in	2009	to	3,920,167	(approximately	27	
percent)	by	2025	and	to	4,099,159	(approximately	33	percent)	by	2030.88	 	 It	 is	anticipated	that	waste	will	
continue	 to	 be	 transported	 outside	 the	 County	 or	 to	 landfills	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	Diego	 (Sycamore	 Canyon,	
Miramar)	or	South	County	(Otay)	until	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	or	another	 landfill	 is	developed.		
The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	is	geographically	situated	to	provide	regional	waste	disposal	for	northern	
San	Diego	County.	 	This	would	 reduce	 the	 length	of	waste	 transport	 trips	 from	 locations	 in	or	near	North	
County.			

																																																													
86		 The	data	provided	are	from	a	Needs	Assessment	that	was	prepared	for	the	USACE	in	support	of	the	EIS	by	R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.		

Given	that	complete	calendar	year	2010	tonnage	data	were	not	available	during	the	preparation	of	the	Needs	Assessment	a	three‐
year	average	 tonnage	value	was	 calculated.	 	 In	addition,	 the	 recent	downturn	 in	 the	economy	has	 resulted	 in	a	drop	 in	disposal	
tonnages,	but	disposal	tonnages	are	expected	to	increase	as	construction	and	general	business	activities	recover.		Thus,	a	three‐year	
average	was	used	to	better	reflect	the	quantities	disposed	of	for	the	2010	base	year.		

87		 R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.,	2012.	
88			 Ibid.	
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As	 discussed	 previously,	 VOCs	 and	NOX	 are	 pre‐cursor	 emissions	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
attainment	 for	ozone.	 	While	 the	alternative	 itself	would	result	 in	emissions	of	VOCs	and	NOX,	 the	on‐road	
portion	of	the	emissions	would	represent	a	decrease	compared	to	existing	conditions	as	shown	under	the	No	
Federal	Action	Alternative.		This	is	due	to	the	alternative	being	geographically	situated	in	northern	San	Diego	
County,	 which	 would	 reduce	 the	 length	 of	 waste	 transport	 trips	 compared	 to	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	
Alternative.		Regional	VOC	and	NOX	impacts	are	assessed	based	on	the	net	total	emissions	for	this	alternative,	
which	 is	 calculated	as	 the	alternative’s	 emissions	minus	 the	portion	of	 the	emissions	 from	 the	No	Federal	
Action	Alternative	in	the	SDAB.		As	shown	in	Table	4.3‐58,	Table	4.3‐59,	Table	4.3‐60,	Table	4.3‐61,	and	Table	
4.3‐62,	 ,	 the	net	 total	 emissions	of	VOCs	and/or	NOX	are	anticipated	 to	 exceed	 the	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	
requirement	during	operations.		Thus,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	contribute	incrementally	to	
regional	ozone	and	would	therefore	result	in	significant	adverse	air	quality	effects.			

Local Impacts from Waste Hauling 

As	 discussed	 previously,	 an	 analysis	 of	 CO	 concentrations	 at	 three	 locations	 was	 conducted	 for	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	due	to	the	increase	in	traffic	on	the	roadways	using	the	CALINE4	computer	
model.	 	The	purpose	of	 this	modeling	was	 to	determine	microscale	 impacts	adjacent	 to	 the	roadways	 that	
would	be	most	affected	by	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	at	full	build‐out.		As	shown	in	Table	4.3‐27,	
projections	 of	 peak	 hour	 CO	 concentrations	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative’s	 would	 not	 cause	 an	 exceedance	 of	 applicable	 ambient	 air	 quality	 standards.	 	 Analysis	 of	
intersections	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 with	 the	 highest	 peak‐hour	 turning	
volumes	shows	a	maximum	increase	of	5	percent	over	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	intersection	with	
the	 highest	 peak‐hour	 turning	 volume.	 	 Extrapolation	 of	 the	 highest	 projected	 1‐hour	 and	 8‐hour	 CO	
concentrations	shown	in	Table	4.3‐27	would	yield	a	worst‐case	1‐hour	CO	concentration	of	15.2	ppm	and	8‐
hour	concentration	of	5.8	ppm,	which	would	be	well	below	the	NAAQS.	 	Therefore,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	
Alternative	would	not	create	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	effect. 

Impacts in the South Coast Air Basin from Waste Hauling 

Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 decrease	 in	 emissions	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	
compared	 to	 current	waste	 hauling	 practices	 because	 of	 the	 proposed	 facility’s	 closer	 proximity	 to	waste	
generators	 in	 North	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 Currently,	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 waste	 is	 transported	 to	 two	 landfill	
facilities	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin:		Prima	Deshecha	(Orange	County)	and	El	Sobrante	(Riverside	County).		
As	a	result,	this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin	 compared	 to	 current	 waste	 hauling	 practices.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Prima	 Deshecha	 Landfill	 does	 not	
anticipate	extending	agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	2016	while	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	
is	to	remain	operational.		When	Prima	Deshecha	ceases	to	accept	waste,	waste	from	North	San	Diego	County	
would	continue	to	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	under	the	No	Action	scenario.		This	alternative	
would	redirect	waste	that	would	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	to	the	Merriam	Mountain	Landfill.		
As	a	result,	this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin	compared	to	future	No	Action	conditions.		Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	
Air	Basin	relative	to	waste	haul	trips.	
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Mitigation Measures  

Even	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative,	this	alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	air	quality	regarding	VOC	and	NOX	
emissions	during	 initial	 construction	 and	operation.	 	 There	 are	no	other	mitigation	measures	 available	 to	
reduce	 VOC	 and	NOX	 emissions	 to	 below	 the	 AQIA	 criteria	 thresholds.	 	 Therefore,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	
Alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	during	construction	and	operation.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	
cumulatively	considerable	net	increase	of	any	criteria	pollutant	for	which	the	region	is	in	non‐attainment	under	
an	applicable	federal	or	state	ambient	air	quality	standard	(or	exceed	quantitative	thresholds	for	O3	precursors,	
NOX	and	VOCs).	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	AIR‐3:		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	in	a	cumulatively	
considerable	 net	 increase	 of	 criteria	 pollutants	 for	 which	 the	 region	 is	 in	 non‐attainment.		
Implementation	of	this	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	of	VOC	and	NOX	that	would	exceed	the	
SDAPCD	 thresholds	of	significance	 for	ozone	precursors	(VOC	and	NOX).	 	Therefore,	 the	alternative	
would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects.	 	 Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 reduce	
emissions	from	waste	hauling	trucks	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	would	thus	not	exceed	the	
SCAQMD	trigger	levels.		Therefore,	there	would	be	no	adverse	effects	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	in	the	emission	of	criteria	pollutants	for	which	the	area	is	in	
non‐attainment	during	both	construction	and	operation.	 	The	SDAB	 is	 currently	 in	non‐attainment	 for	 the	
federal	8‐hour	ozone	standard.			

Construction 

As	discussed	above,	construction	emissions	from	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	are	predicted	to	exceed	
the	 regional	 threshold	 for	 VOCs	 and	 NOX.	 	 Since	 NOX	 and	 VOCs	 are	 both	 ozone	 precursors	 the	 Merriam	
Mountain	 Alternative	would	 contribute	 incrementally	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	would	 therefore	 result	 in	 an	
adverse	air	quality	effect.	

Operations 

As	discussed	above,	operation	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	in	maximum	emissions	of	
VOCs	 and	NOX	 that	would	 exceed	 the	 corresponding	 AQIA	 threshold	 levels.	 	 Emissions	 of	 NOX	 from	 both	
stationary	and	mobile	sources	would	also	exceed	the	SDAPCD	offset	threshold,	and	are	therefore	considered	
adverse.	 	 Since	 NOX	 and	 VOCs	 are	 both	 ozone	 precursors,	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	
contribute	 incrementally	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	would	 therefore	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 air	 quality	
effect.	

As	previously	discussed,	 this	alternative	would	 reduce	emissions	 in	 the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	 from	waste	
haul	trucks.		As	a	result	this	alternative	would	result	in	no	adverse	effects	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.		
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Mitigation Measures 

Even	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative,	 this	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 air	 quality	 regarding	 ozone	
precursor	 emissions	during	 construction	 and	operation.	 	 There	 are	 no	 other	 feasible	mitigation	measures	
available	 to	 reduce	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	 to	below	 the	AQIA	 threshold	criteria.	 	Therefore,	 the	Merriam	
Mountain	Alternative	would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	VOC	and	NOX	 emissions	during	 construction	 and	
operation.	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	expose	sensitive	
receptors	 (including	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 schools,	 hospitals,	 resident	 care	 facilities,	 or	 day‐care	 centers)	 to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.	

Impact	 Statement	Merriam	AIR‐4:	 	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	not	expose	 sensitive	
receptors	 to	 substantial	 pollutant	 concentrations.	 	 Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	would	 not	
expose	sensitive	receptors	to	health	risks	that	would	exceed	the	SDAPCD	thresholds.		The	alternative	
would	also	not	result	in	air	pollutant	emissions	or	changes	in	microclimate	that	would	to	affect	the	
surrounding	agricultural	uses.		Therefore,	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.	

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 site	 is	 located	 immediately	west	 of	 I‐15,	 southwest	 of	 Lawrence	Welk	
Village.		The	site	is	approximately	five	miles	northeast	of	the	City	of	Vista.		As	shown	in	Table	4.3‐63,	Merriam	
Mountain	Alternative	Distance	to	Sensitive	Receptor	Locations,	 the	nearest	sensitive	receptor	 is	 located	650	
feet	 from	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative’s	 landfill	 operation	 area.	 	 This	 is	 larger	 than	 the	 distance	
between	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	its	closest	sensitive	receptor.		The	HRA	performed	for	the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 determined	 that	 health	 risks	 would	 be	 below	 the	 SDAPCD’s	 thresholds.		
Therefore,	health	risks	posed	by	the	 implementation	of	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	 likely	be	
lower	 than	 those	of	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	 and	would	not	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD’s	 thresholds.		
Adverse	effects	would	be	less	than	significant.	

Table 4.3‐63
 

Merriam Mountain Alternative Distance to Sensitive Receptor Locations for Construction Activities 
	

Distance to Receptors (feet) 

Alternative  Access Road  Borrow/Stock Piles  Ancillary facilities  Landfill Operation 

Applicant’s	Proposed	 3,200	 500	 5,000	 1,300	
Merriam	Mountain	 650	 1,700	 800	 1,600	

   

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2012  

	

Potential Impacts to Avocados and Citrus from Dust and Particulate Matter 

Unlike	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	agricultural	uses	such	as	avocado	and	citrus	trees	do	not	exist	in	
the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative.	 	 Therefore,	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 on	 avocado	 and	
citrus	growth	due	to	dust	and	particulate	matter	would	not	occur.	
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Potential for Microclimate Changes 

The	area	to	be	occupied	by	the	proposed	landfill	at	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	would	be	modified	
into	a	small	basin	or	depression,	thereby	possibly	altering	the	drainage	of	cold	air	on	the	existing	surface.		As	
with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	potential	adverse	effects	would	be	limited	by	the	small	size	of	the	
landfill	basin,	as	compared	to	the	much	larger	floor	area	of	the	surroundings.		An	assessment	of	the	potential	
change	suggests	a	less	than	a	one	degree	Fahrenheit	temperature	drop	could	occur	in	the	landfill	footprint	
area.		This	is	not	a	significant	temperature	change	and	would	not	cause	significant	adverse	effects.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	of	 the	design	 features	 that	are	 incorporated	 into	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	exposure	of	sensitive	populations	to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 create	
objectionable	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	people.	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	AIR‐5:		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	include	the	use	of	daily	
landfill	 cover	and	a	 gas	 collection	 system.	 	Odors	originating	 from	 landfill	 gases	produced	by	 this	
alternative	are	expected	to	be	below	the	detectable	limit	at	sensitive	receptor	locations.	 	Therefore,	
the	alternative	would	not	create	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	persons	and	no	significant	
adverse	effects	would	occur.	

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	data	from	USEPA	studies	on	landfill‐generated	odors	are	used	
for	 impact	determination.	 	USEPA	has	extensively	studied	 landfill	 gas	compositions	 throughout	 the	United	
States.	 	Typical	values	for	methane	and	total	sulfur	compounds	are:	 	Methane	(50	percent)	=	500,000	ppm	
and	Sulfur	compounds	=	50	ppm.		The	ratio	for	landfills	of	sulfur	compounds	to	methane	is	one	to	10,000.	

USEPA	 has	 also	 studied	 the	 concentrations	 of	 methane	 which	 occur	 at	 the	 surface	 of	 landfills.	 	 USEPA	
monitoring	has	shown	these	methane	concentrations	range	between	one	and	20	ppm.		Assuming	the	highest	
concentration	 for	 surface	 level	methane	 occurs	 at	 the	 proposed	 landfill,	 the	 resulting	 concentration	 of	 all	
sulfur	 compounds	 released	 to	 the	 atmosphere	would	 be	 2	 ppb.	 	 The	 noticeable	 odor	 threshold	 for	 sulfur	
compounds	are	200	ppb	for	hydrogen	sulfide	and	27	ppb	for	mercaptans.		Thus,	the	maximum	concentration	
of	any	sulfur	compound	having	an	odor	will	remain	at	least	one	order	of	magnitude	(ten‐fold)	lower	than	the	
detectable	 limit	 by	 the	 human	 nose.	 	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	
adverse	effects.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	of	 the	design	 features	 that	are	 incorporated	 into	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	 in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	odor.	 	No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.	
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Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	create	potential	
visibility	impacts	to	nearby	Class	I	Wilderness	Areas.	

Impact	 Statement	Merriam	AIR‐6:	 	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	 not	 create	 visibility	
impacts	to	nearby	Class	I	Wilderness	Areas.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

The	closest	Class	I	Wilderness	Area	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	is	the	Agua	Tibia	
Wilderness	Area.	 	However,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 site	 is	 located	 further	 from	 the	Agua	Tibia	
Wilderness	Area	as	compared	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		Therefore,	based	on	the	results	of	the	
VISCREEN	analysis	 conducted	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
would	not	result	in	visibility	impacts	and	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	visibility	impacts.		No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	

Greenhouse Gases 

Construction 

Initial	 construction	 activities	 associated	with	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	would	 emit	 GHGs	 during	
construction	activities	which	would	take	approximately	nine	to	twelve	months.		Construction	would	occur	10	
hours	 per	 day,	 six	 days	 per	 week.	 	 Emissions	 of	 GHGs	 from	 fossil	 fuel	 powered	 on‐site	 construction	
equipment	and	off‐site	vehicles	used	to	transport	construction	workers	and	supplies	were	calculated	for	the	
same	years	as	the	criteria	pollutants	using	emission	factors	from	CalEEMod	and	EMFAC2011.		Results	of	this	
analysis	 are	 presented	 in	Table	4.3‐64,	Annual	GHG	Emissions	 (MTCO2e/yr).	 	 The	Draft	NEPA	Guidance	on	
Consideration	of	the	Effects	of	Climate	Change	and	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	advises	that	a	proposed	action	
would	be	adverse	 if	 it	would	be	reasonably	anticipated	 to	cause	direct	emissions	of	25,000	metric	 tons	of	
CO2e	annually.		As	shown,	GHG	emissions	would	not	exceed	the	criteria	in	the	Draft	NEPA	guidance.			

Operation 

Operational	GHG	emissions	from	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	from	landfill	gas	emissions,	
emissions	 from	 electrical	 generation	 turbines	 and	 flare	 systems,	 fuel	 combustion	 from	 on‐	 and	 off‐road	
vehicles	and	equipment,	indirect	emissions	from	off‐site	electricity	generation,	and	energy	related	to	on‐site	
water	use.			

Municipal	landfills	accept	both	organic	and	inorganic	wastes.		Most	of	the	gases	generated	by	decomposition	
of	 organic	 waste	 are	 expected	 to	 be	 captured	 through	 the	 landfill	 gas	 collection	 control	 system.		
Decomposition	 of	 organic	 waste	 results	 in	 CO2	 emissions	 as	 does	 combustion	 of	 the	 landfill	 gas.	 	 It	 was	
assumed	that	75	percent	of	 landfill	gas	would	be	collected	through	the	gas	collection	system	and	piped	to	
external	 controls.	 	The	remaining	25	percent	of	 landfill	 gas	would	be	emitted	at	 the	 landfill	 surface.	 	Both	
processes	convert	the	landfill	methane	to	CO2,	a	less	potent	GHG.		USEPA’s	AP‐42	Report	on	Municipal	Solid	
Waste	Landfills	states	that	the	bulk	of	CO2	is	formed	by	combustion	of	CH4	during	ignition	of	the	landfill	gas	
in	the	turbines	and	flare.		Bio‐degradable	waste	would	decompose	to	CO2	under	aerobic	conditions	if	it	were	
not	 disposed	of	 at	 a	 landfill.	 	 Therefore,	 CO2	 emissions	 from	both	 fugitive	 landfill	 gas	 and	 flare	 emissions	
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were	 considered	 to	 occur	 with	 or	 without	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative.	 	 However,	 CH4	 emissions	
would	not	form	without	a	landfill,	as	all	of	the	biodegradable	carbon	contained	in	the	waste	would	otherwise	
be	converted	to	CO2.	

As	 stated	 above,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	would	 emit	 CO2	 as	 a	 result	 of	 biodegradable	 organic	
materials	 and	 additional	 CO2	 formed	 during	 the	 combustion	 of	 landfill	 gas.	 	 Decomposition	 of	 organic	
materials	 (e.g.,	 food	 wastes,	 crop	 wastes,	 etc.)	 is	 the	 primary	 source	 of	 CO2	 released	 from	 landfills.	 	 CO2	
emission	from	the	decomposition	of	organic	material	is	part	of	the	natural	carbon	cycle,	therefore,	landfills	
would	 not	 generate	 a	 net	 increase	 in	 organic	 CO2	 emissions	 if	 the	 emissions	 are	 released	 back	 to	 the	
environment,	since	these	emissions	would	naturally	occur	anyway.		Organic	CO2	emissions	can	therefore	be	
considered	as	not	resulting	from	the	landfill	and	do	not	have	to	be	counted	as	landfill	GHG	emissions.		On	July	
1,	2011,	the	USEPA	issued	a	final	rule,	deferring	for	a	three‐year	period,	the	GHG	permitting	requirements	for	
CO2	emissions	 from	biogenic	 (organic)	sources.	 	Therefore,	organic	CO2	emissions	are	subtracted	 from	the	
total	GHG	emissions	associated	with	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative.	

Table 4.3‐64
 

Maximum Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) 
	

Source 

Initial 
Construction 

Year 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year 

Future 
Interim 

Operational 
Year 

Final 
Operational 

Year 
Closing 
Year 

Merriam	Mountain	Alternative 
Landfill	Operations	 12,208	 12,808 3,417 3,413 4,277	 7,364
On‐Road	Trucks	 —	 8,250 7,282 7,168 7,168	 13,005
Energy	 —	 71 71 71 71	 71
Water	 35	 35 35 35 35	 35
Landfill	Gasa	 —	 — 418,017 418,017 418,017	 418,017
Subtotal	 12,243	 21,164 428,822 428,704 429,568	 438,492

	 	 	
No	Federal	Action	
Alternative	

	 	 	 	 	 	

Subtotalb	 —	 15,702 434,602 434,439 434,439	 434,439
	 	 	
Net	Total	Emissionsc	 12,243	 5,462	 (5,780) (5,735) (4,871)	 4,053	
   

a  Landfill gas emissions, which  includes  flaring emissions, are  included as part of  the baseline  (No Action) scenario because 
they would be generated regardless of where the waste was deposited.  The GHG emissions are calculated using CalEEMod, 
based on 1 million tons per year of municipal solid waste.  For comparison purposes, landfill gas GHG emissions are included 
for the years in which the build alternatives would be in operation and are assumed to occur in the year following the year 
the waste is deposited. 

b  See discussion of greenhouse gas emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
c  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the 

emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
 
Source:  PCR Services, 2012
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Table	 4.3‐64	 summarizes	 annual	 GHG	 emissions	 associated	 with	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative.	 	 As	
shown,	GHG	emissions	would	generally	be	reduced	compared	to	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	due	to	a	
reduction	in	vmt	from	geographically	locating	a	landfill	in	northern	San	Diego	County.		GHG	emissions	would	
be	higher	during	construction	and	closing	years	due	to	the	emissions	from	the	additional	off‐road	equipment	
needed	to	construct	and	close	the	landfill.		Operational	and	post‐closure	GHG	emissions	generated	by	fugitive	
landfill	gas	and	by	emissions	from	the	landfill	gas	flare	were	quantified;	however,	the	landfill	gas	emissions	
are	considered	to	be	part	of	the	baseline	because	the	GHG	emissions	would	be	generated	regardless	of	where	
the	waste	was	deposited.		The	majority	of	the	landfill’s	direct	and	indirect	GHG	emissions	would	occur	during	
active	operation	of	 the	 landfill.	 	On	 the	other	hand,	GHG	emissions	 from	 fugitive	 landfill	 gas	 and	 the	 flare	
would	 continue	 to	 occur	 after	 the	 landfill	 has	 closed.	 	 AB	 32	 is	 anticipated	 to	 secure	 emission	 reductions	
through	 a	 variety	 of	 mechanisms,	 such	 as	 increasing	 energy	 efficiency	 and	 introducing	 more	 renewable	
energy	sources.	 	CARB	has	already	begun	 to	adopt	strategies	 to	 reduce	GHG	emissions	under	AB	32.	 	One	
such	strategy,	Reducing	Methane	Emissions	from	Municipal	Solid	Waste	Landfills,	is	one	of	the	nine	discrete	
early	action	measures	in	the	Climate	Change	Scoping	Plan	that	is	estimated	to	reduce	as	much	as	one	million	
metric	tons	of	CO2e.		This	regulation	became	effective	on	June	17,	2010.		It	requires	owners	and	operators	of	
certain	uncontrolled	landfills	to	 install	gas	collection	and	control	systems,	and	requires	existing	and	newly	
installed	gas	collection	and	control	systems	to	operate	in	an	optimal	manner	with	the	best	available	control	
technology	(75	percent	collection	efficiency	and	98.2	percent	control	efficiency	for	landfill	gas	constituents	
in	gas	turbines).	 	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	have	a	gas	collection	and	control	system	which	
meets	these	requirements	as	part	of	its	design.			

Other	 strategies	 included	 in	 the	Climate	Change	Scoping	Plan	 to	 reduce	GHG	emissions	 include,	California	
Light‐Duty	 Vehicle	 GHG	 Standards,	 Energy	 Efficiency,	 Renewables	 Portfolio	 Standard,	 Low	 Carbon	 Fuel	
Standard,	Vehicle	Efficiency	Measures,	and	Heavy/Medium‐Duty	Vehicles.		While	applicable	to	the	Merriam	
Mountain	Alternative,	these	measures	are	not	generally	under	the	control	of	the	applicant	or	local	agencies.		
Since	these	measures	are	under	development	and	regulations	have	not	yet	been	adopted	at	this	time,	they	
have	not	been	included	in	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	and	GHG	reductions	from	these	strategies	have	
not	 been	 calculated.	 	 Comparing	 GHG	 emissions	 from	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 with	 the	
implementing	programs	and	regulations	to	achieve	the	statewide	GHG	emission	reduction	goals	of	AB	32	is	
difficult.	 	Nonetheless,	 emission	 reductions	 from	 these	 strategies	 are	 anticipated	 to	occur	 as	CARB	adopts	
and	implements	regulations	under	AB	32.		Since	they	have	not	been	included	in	the	analysis,	the	results	are	
conservative	and	emissions	would	likely	be	less	due	to	these	measures,	which	the	applicant	would	have	to	
comply.	

There	 are	 no	 science‐based	 GHG	 significance	 thresholds	 applicable	 to	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative		
that	have	been	adopted	by	regulation	by	the	federal	government	or	the	state.		In	the	absence	of	an	adopted	
or	 science‐based	GHG	 threshold,	 no	 judgment	 as	 to	 the	 significance	 of	 this	 alternative’s	GHG	 emissions	 is	
made.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	will	reduce	GHG	emissions	to	the	extent	feasible	through	project	design	
features.		No	additional	mitigation	measures	are	applicable	or	proposed.			



December 2012    4.3  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.3‐147	 	

4.3.8  EAST OTAY MESA ALTERNATIVE 

4.3.8.1  Affected Environment  

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	rainy	season	at	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	extends	
from	October	through	April	with	the	most	significant	rain	events	occurring	January	through	March.		Average	
annual	rainfall	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	expected	to	be	in	the	range	
of	17.5	to	25.27	inches.	

Predominant	winds	in	the	area	are	from	the	west	with	an	annual	mean	speed	of	6.60	miles	per	hour.		Winds	
from	 the	 southwest	 and	 west‐northwest	 are	 also	 common.	 	 Weather	 data	 is	 recorded	 at	 the	 McClellan‐
Palomar	Airport.		

The	nearest	SDAPCD	ambient	air	quality	monitoring	station	to	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	the	Otay	
Mesa	station	located	about	11	miles	west.		This	station	monitors	ozone,	PM10,	CO,	SO2	and	NO2.		The	nearest	
station	 that	monitors	PM2.5	 is	 the	Chula	Vista	station,	about	11	miles	northwest.	 	Data	 from	2007	 through	
2011	were	examined,	and	the	maximum	pre‐project	background	concentrations	of	CO	and	NOX	are	shown	in	
Table	4.3‐65,	Ambient	Concentrations	of	CO	and	NO2.			

Table 4.3‐65
Ambient Concentrations of CO and NO2 

	
Pollutant  Averaging Time  Background Concentration 

CO	
1‐hour 5.7	ppm	

8‐hour 3.5	ppm	

NO2	
Daily	First	High	1‐hour 0.123	ppm	

Annual 0.022	ppm	
   

Source:  SDAPCD, 2012 

 

Ambient	 concentrations	 of	 PM10	 and	 PM2.5	 were	 obtained	 from	 the	 Otay	 Mesa	 and	 Chula	 Vista	 stations’	
monitoring	 data.	 	 Data	 from	 2007	 through	 2011	 were	 examined,	 and	 the	 ambient	 PM10	 and	 PM2.5	

concentrations,	 along	 with	 the	 California	 and	 National	 AAQS	 are	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.3‐66,	 Ambient	
Concentrations	of	Particulate	Matter.	

4.3.8.2  Design Features 

As	with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	would	 be	 conditioned	with	
design	 features	 that	 would	 avoid,	 minimize,	 and	 compensate	 for	 adverse	 air	 quality	 effects	 at	 nearby	
sensitive	 receptors.	 	 Likely,	 these	 would	 include	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	as	applicable,	 including	but	not	limited	to	general	measures	to	minimize	dust,	odor,	and	diesel	
particulate	emissions,	such	as:	watering	unpaved	haul	roads	every	two	hours;	traveling	at	speeds	of	no	more	
than	 10	 mph	 on	 all	 on‐site	 unpaved	 road	 surfaces;	 re‐establishing	 groundcover	 on	 areas	 disturbed	 by	
construction—through	seeding	and	watering	those	areas	that	would	not	be	disturbed	for	extended	periods	
(e.g.,	 two	 months	 or	 more);	 maintaining	 construction	 equipment	 engines	 by	 keeping	 them	 tuned	 in	
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accordance	with	manufacturers	specifications;	or	only	utilizing	California	diesel	fuel	in	heavy	duty	vehicles;	
paving	the	last	500	feet	of	the	landfill’s	access	road;	regularly	sweeping	the	paved	portion	of	the	site	access	
road	 and	 watering	 the	 paved	 portion	 at	 least	 twice	 daily;	 utilizing	 on‐site	 diesel	 equipment	 that	 meets	
California	certified	(post‐1996)	off‐road	engine	requirements;	applying	cover	soil	to	the	working	face	of	the	
landfill	on	a	daily	basis;	and	including	a	network	of	vertical	extraction	wells,	and	lateral	transmission	pipes	
to	a	gas	recovery	facility,	and	perimeter	gas	monitoring	probes	so	that	 landfill	gas	would	be	extracted	and	
combusted	in	an	enclosed	flare.	

4.3.8.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	 if	the	alternative	would	conflict	with	or	
obstruct	implementation	of	the	San	Diego	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.	

Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 AIR‐1:	 	 The	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	
implementation	of	the	RAQS	or	the	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP	because	it	is	consistent	with	growth	
anticipated	by	the	County	and	SANDAG.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Like	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	project	site	is	located	in	the	SDAB,	and	as	such,	
is	 located	 in	 an	 area	 where	 a	 regional	 air	 quality	 plan	 is	 being	 implemented,	 as	 discussed	 above	 under	
Regulatory	 Framework.	 	 The	 SDAPCD	 relies	 on	 information	 from	CARB	 and	 SANDAG,	 including	 projected	
growth,	 mobile,	 area	 and	 all	 other	 source	 emissions,	 in	 order	 to	 predict	 future	 emissions	 and	 develop	
appropriate	strategies	for	the	reduction	of	source	emissions	through	regulatory	controls.		The	CARB	mobile	
source	 emission	 projections	 and	 SANDAG	 growth	 projections	 are	 based	 on	 population	 and	 vehicle	 trends	
and	 land	 use	 plans	 developed	 by	 the	 incorporated	 cities	 and	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego.	 	 The	 2009	 RAQS	
incorporates	a	comprehensive	strategy	aimed	at	controlling	pollution	from	all	sources,	including	stationary	
sources,	 on‐road	 and	 off‐road	 mobile	 sources	 and	 area	 sources.	 	 Therefore,	 projects	 that	 propose	
development	which	is	consistent	with	the	growth	anticipated	by	SANDAG	would	be	consistent	with	the	RAQS	
and	the	SIP.		

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	 the	County	of	San	Diego’s	General	Plan	 land	use	
designation	 of	 Public/Semi‐Public	 (Solid	Waste	 Facility)	 and	 SWF	 zoning	 on	 the	 site	 (as	 discussed	 under	
Land	Use,	Section	4.10).		Therefore,	growth	under	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	
growth	 identified	 in	 the	 County’s	 General	 Plan.	 	 The	 General	 Plan	 projections	 are	 used	 in	 the	 2030	 RTP,	

Table 4.3‐66
 

Ambient Concentrations of Particulate Matter 
	

Pollutant 
Averaging  

Time 
NAAQS  
(μg/m3) 

CAAQS  
(μg/m3) 

Most Stringent 
AAQS  
(μg/m3) 

Background 
Concentration 

(μg/m3) 

PM10	
24‐hour	 150 50 50 36
Annual	 None 20 20 12.4

PM2.5	
24‐hour	 35 None 35 82
Annual	 15 12 12 25.3

   

Source:  SDAPCD, 2007‐2011 
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which	is	utilized	by	the	RAQS	and	SIP	to	project	future	growth	in	the	SDAB.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
does	not	propose	any	additional	or	different	growth	than	what	is	identified	in	the	County	General	Plan.		The	
East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 also	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 goals	 of	 the	 County’s	 Integrated	 Waste	
Management	Plan	in	that	it	would	provide	for	the	construction	and	operation	of	a	landfill	consistent	with	the	
criterion	 in	 the	 Plan.	 	 The	 evaluation	 criteria	 of	 the	 Siting	 Element	 (an	 element	 of	 the	 Integrated	Waste	
Management	Plan)	list	air	quality	as	a	sub‐category	of	evaluation	under	Criterion	9	–	Health	and	Safety	and	
states	 that,	 “Proposed	 landfill	 sites	 must	 consider	 existing	 health	 and	 safety	 standards	 for	 construction,	
operation,	and	post	closure.	 	Sites	must	account	for	assurances	to	mitigate	factors	such	as	fires,	run‐off,	air	
quality	 control,	 vector	 management,	 leachate	 prevention,	 and	 least	 pressure	 on	 existing	 infrastructure.”		
With	the	implementation	of	design	features	to	minimize	adverse	impacts	on	air	quality	discussed	previously,	
such	 as	 the	 combustion	 of	 landfill	 gas	 in	 an	 enclosed	 flare,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 be	
consistent	with	 the	 Siting	 Element	 evaluation	 criteria	with	 regards	 to	 air	 quality	 and	 therefore	would	 be	
consistent	with	the	County’s	Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan.	

Construction	and	operation	of	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	be	required	to	be	consistent	with	the	
emission	reduction	strategies	in	the	RAQS	and	SIP	in	order	to	comply	with	SDAPCD	rules	and	regulations	and	
obtain	necessary	permits.		It	would	also	be	required	to	comply	with	all	local	air	quality	rules	and	regulations.			

Since	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	the	County’s	Integrated	Waste	Management	
Plan	as	well	as	SANDAG’s	Growth	Management	Strategy	and	the	Regional	Air	Quality	Plan,	the	purposes	of	
which	 are	 to	 reduce	 vehicle	 traffic	 and	 air	 emissions,	 it	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	 the	 RAQS	 or	 applicable	
portions	of	the	SIP.		No	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	under	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative,	this	
alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 regarding	 implementation	 of	 the	 RAQS	 or	 the	
applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	
that	would	 violate	any	air	quality	 standard	 (NAAQS	and	AQIA)	or	 contribute	 substantially	 to	an	 existing	or	
projected	air	quality	violation.	

Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 AIR‐2:	 	 The	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 potentially	 result	 in	
violations	of	air	quality	standards	or	potentially	contribute	to	existing	or	projected	violations.	 	The	
emissions	 of	 ozone	precursors	 (VOC	 and	NOX)	 from	 the	 construction	 and	 operation	 the	East	Otay	
Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects.	 	 Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	
would	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	trucks	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	would	thus	
not	exceed	 the	SCAQMD	 trigger	 levels.	 	Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	 in	 the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin.	

Construction 

Initial	 construction	 of	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 consist	 of	 the	 following	 major	 activities:		
(1)	construction	 of	 the	 access	 road,	 bridge	 and	 ancillary	 facilities;	 (2)	 improvements	 to	 SR	 76;	 (3)	 cell	
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development	including	excavation	of	the	initial	landfill	cell	and	installation	of	the	associated	clay	liner;	and	
(4)	rock	crushing	operations.		Excavation	of	the	initial	landfill	cell	would	require	minimal	blasting.		As	with	
the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	first	phase	of	the	landfill	would	be	developed	as	part	of	the	initial	
construction,	along	with	the	access	road,	ancillary	facilities,	borrow/stockpile	area(s),	and	desilting	basins.		
Periodic	construction	would	occur	to	prepare	subsequent	phases	for	operation.89	 	For	analysis	purposes,	 it	
was	assumed	the	initial	construction	period	would	be	approximately	nine	to	twelve	months	in	duration	and	
would	occur	10	hours	per	day,	six	days	per	week.		During	initial	construction,	it	is	estimated	that	a	maximum	
of	 10,000	 cy	 would	 be	 excavated	 on	 a	 given	 day.	 	 The	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 have	 a	 gross	
excavation	volume	of	approximately	15.1	mcy.	

Emissions	associated	with	landfill	construction	would	include	PM10,	PM2.5,	NOX,	SOX,	CO,	VOC,	and	air	toxics.		
The	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	are	calculated	based	on	Tier	2	emission	standards.		The	construction	
contractor	and	landfill	operator	would	ensure	that	of	the		on‐site	diesel	equipment	fleet	is	Tier	2	or	better.		
Table	 4.3‐67,	 Summary	 of	 Maximum	 Daily	 Initial	 Construction	 Emissions,	 compares	 estimates	 of	 initial	
construction	 emissions	with	 the	 air	 quality	 criteria	 described	 in	 Section	 4.3.2.1,	 above.	 	 Emissions	 of	 SOX	
would	 be	 below	 the	 applicable	 AQIA	 trigger	 levels	 and	 would	 therefore,	 not	 be	 considered	 adverse.		
Emissions	of	PM10,	PM2.5,	VOC,	and	NOX	emissions	during	the	initial	construction	would	exceed	the	applicable	
AQIA	 trigger	 levels.	 	 Secondarily,	NOX	emissions	also	exceed	 the	SDAPCD	offset	 trigger	 thresholds	and	are	
considered	 adverse.	 	 PM10	 emissions,	 as	 they	 are	 substantially	 over	 the	 relative	 SDAPCD	 AQIA	 trigger	
threshold	are	also	considered	adverse.	

As	discussed	previously,	 dispersion	modeling	performed	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 showed	
that	 emissions	 of	NOX,	 PM10,	 and	 PM2.5	would	 not	 cause	 exceedances	 of	 any	 of	 the	 applicable	 ambient	 air	
quality	standards.		However,	VOCs	and	NOX	are	pre‐cursor	emissions	to	the	formation	of	ozone	and	the	SDAB	
is	 non‐attainment	 for	 ozone.	 	 As	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 contribute	 incrementally	 to	
regional	ozone	and	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	effect,	it	is	likely	that	the	East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	would	contribute	 to	 regional	ozone,	PM10,	 and	PM2.5	 concentrations	and	would	also	 result	 in	 a	
significant	adverse	air	quality	effect.	

Operations 

On‐Site 

The	 two	 broad	 activities	 associated	 with	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 include	
landfill	operations	and	periodic	landfill	development.		Landfill	operations	would	consist	of	transport,	receipt	
and	placement	of	waste,	application	of	daily	cover,	and	the	collection	and	destruction	of	LFG.		After	the	initial	
startup	of	the	operation,	landfill	development	would	occur	as	periods	of	additional	excavation,	compaction	of	
subgrade	soils,	and	installation	of	a	composite	liner.	 	All	of	the	activities	would	generate	exhaust	emissions	
and	 fugitive	 dust	 due	 to	 the	 operation	 of	 vehicles	 hauling	waste,	 performing	 construction	 tasks,	 crushing	
rock,	and	traveling	to	and	from	the	facilities.	

																																																													
89		 Phasing	 plans	 have	 not	 been	 prepared	 for	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives.	 	 However,	 given	 that	 the	 capacity	would	 be	 similar	 to	 the	

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	 that	 the	daily	and	annual	 intake	would	be	 the	 same,	 it	 is	assumed	 that	 initial	and	periodic	
construction	would	be	similar	to	that	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	
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Table 4.3‐67
  

Summary of Maximum Daily Initial Construction Emissions  
	

Construction Activity 

(Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
Equipment	Exhaust	 	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 25	 586 85 0 13 13	 4 61 33 0 2 2

Fugitive	Emissions	 	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Construction	 —	 — — — 191	 11	 — — — — 18	 2	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 —	 — — — 23	 4	 — — — — 2	 0	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 —	 — — — 1,937	 219	 — — — — 10	 2	
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 —	 — — — 2	 0	 — — — — 0	 0	
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 —	 — — — 409	 107	 — — — — 36	 9	

Blasting/Drilling	 0	 68 268 8 8 0 0 2 6 0 0 0
Ancillary	Construction	 	
Exhaust	 81	 253 157 0 13 13	 6 12 9 0 0 0
Fugitive	Dust	 —	 — — — 33	 0	 — — — — 0	 0	

Maximum	Emissions	 106	 907 510 8 2,629 367	 10 75 48 0 68 15
	 	
AQIA	Criteria	 75	 250 550 250 100 55	 — — — — — —
Amount	Over/(Under)	 31	 657 (40) (242) 2,529 312	 — — — — — —
   

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Operations and Periodic Construction 

Emissions	 associated	with	 landfilling	 and	 rock	processing	 operations	 include	heavy	 equipment	 emissions,	
vehicle	 exhaust	 emissions	 from	 trash	 trucks,	 employee,	 and	public	 travel	 to	 and	 from	 the	 landfill,	 fugitive	
dust	generation	from	operations	at	the	active	face	of	the	landfill,	fugitive	dust	from	vehicle	travel	on	unpaved	
roads,	 rock	 processing,	 landfill	 gas,	 and	 combustion	 of	 collected	 gas	 by	 the	 flare.	 	 Detailed	 emissions	
calculations	are	provided	in	Appendix	F.	

In	order	to	ensure	that	the	maximum	potential	air	quality	impacts	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	
be	addressed,	maximum	 impact	daily	 and	annual	 emission	estimates	were	developed	at	major	milestones	
during	 the	 25	 years	 of	 landfill	 and	 rock	 processing	 operations.	 	 Peak	 activity	 levels	 for	 all	 sources	 were	
assumed	 in	 estimating	maximum	 daily	 pollutant	 emissions	 for	 the	 proposed	 landfill.	 	 These	 included	 the	
maximum	traffic	generation	scenario	developed	by	Linscott,	Law,	and	Greenspan	Engineers	(see	Appendix	N	
of	 this	 Draft	 EIS)	 and	 the	 peak‐year	 landfill	 gas	 generation	 rate	 calculated	 based	 upon	 USEPA	 AP‐42	
methodology.		Maximum	daily	operational	emissions	were	projected	for	a	maximum	landfill	waste	delivery	
rate	of	5,000	tpd.		For	annual	emissions	estimates,	an	average	waste	delivery	rate	of	3,200	tpd	was	assumed.		
The	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	are	calculated	based	on	Tier	2	emission	standards.		The	construction	
contractor	and	landfill	operator	would	ensure	that	the	on‐site	diesel	equipment	fleet	is	Tier	2	or	better.			

Subsequent	to	the	evaluation	of	the	alternative’s	25‐year	emission	profile,	the	initial	operational	year	and	the	
final	 operational	 year	 of	 landfill	 and	 rock	 processing	 operations	 were	 identified	 as	 the	 years	 with	 the	
maximum	emissions.		The	initial	operational	year	includes	periodic	construction	with	excavation	activities	to	
open	up	the	next	cell	and	active	landfill	and	rock	processing	operations.	 	During	the	final	operational	year,	
the	maximum	amount	of	landfill	gas	would	be	generated	because	it	is	presumed	that	the	landfill	would	have	
reached	 capacity.	 	 Emissions	 of	 criteria	 air	 pollutants	 during	 the	 peak	 activities	 of	 landfill	 and	 rock	
processing	 operations	 are	 presented	 in	 Table	 4.3‐68,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	 Daily	 and	 Annual	 Operating	
Emissions	 –	 Initial	Operational	 Year	 (San	Diego	Air	Basin),	 Table	 4.3‐69,	 Summary	 of	Maximum	Daily	 and	
Annual	 Operating	 Emissions	 –	 Interim	 Operational	 Year	 (San	 Diego	 Air	 Basin),	 Table	 4.3‐70,	 Summary	 of	
Maximum	Daily	and	Annual	Operating	Emissions	–	Final	Operational	Year	(San	Diego	Air	Basin),	and	Table	4.3‐
71,	 Summary	 of	 Maximum	 Daily	 and	 Annual	 Operating	 Emissions	 –	 Closing	 Year	 (San	 Diego	 Air	 Basin),	
respectively.	 	 The	 tables	 compare	 all	 emissions	 related	 to	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 to	 the	 criteria	
presented	in	subsection	4.3.2.1.		Because	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	be	operational	for	25	years	
compared	 to	 30	 years	 for	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative,	 emissions	 from	 the	 final	 operational	 year	
should	 be	 compared	 to	 emissions	 from	 the	 future	 interim	 operational	 year	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative.			

As	 shown	 in	 these	 tables,	 without	 considering	 the	 net	 change	 in	 emissions	 compared	 to	 the	 No	 Federal	
Action	 Alternative,	 projected	 maximum	 emissions	 of	 VOC,	 CO,	 PM10,	 PM2.5,	 and	 NOX	 would	 be	 above	 the	
corresponding	AQIA	 trigger	 levels.	 	 Emissions	 of	 VOCs	 and	NOX	 from	both	 stationary	 and	mobile	 sources	
would	also	exceed	the	SDAPCD	offset	threshold,	and	are	therefore	considered	adverse.	

As	discussed	previously,	 dispersion	modeling	performed	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 showed	
that	emissions	of	CO,	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5	would	not	cause	exceedances	of	any	of	the	applicable	ambient	air	
quality	standards.		However,	VOCs	and	NOX	are	pre‐cursor	emissions	to	the	formation	of	ozone	and	the	SDAB	
is	 non‐attainment	 for	 ozone.	 	 As	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 contribute	 incrementally	 to	
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Table 4.3‐68
 

Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Initial Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
Construction	Equipment	Exhaust	 5	 79 43 0 3 3	 1 12 7 0 0 0
Construction	Fugitive	Emissions	 —	 — — — 171 28	 — — — — 16 3
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	 	 	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 29	 459 253 0 15 15	 4 70 39 0 2 2
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 13	 874 108 1 11 6	 1 87 0 0 1 1

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	 	 	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Operations	 —	 — — — 239 40	 — — — — 23 4
Fugitive	Dust	–	Rock	Processing	 —	 — — — 14 3	 — — — — 2 0
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 —	 — — — 2807 421	 — — — — 15 2
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 —	 — — — 11 5	 — — — — 2 1
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 —	 — — — 240 63	 — — — — 38 10

Blasting/Drilling	 0	 136 536 16 23 0	 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal	 47	 1548 940 17 3,534 584	 6 169 46 0 99 23
	 	 	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 13  712  128  1  8  5  1  71  13  0.1  0.8  0.5 

Subtotala	 	 	
	 	 	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 34	 836 812 16 3,526 579	 5 98 33 0 98 22
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75	 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (41) 586 262 (234) 3,4265 524		 (9) 58 (67) (40) 83 12
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the build alternative minus the emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐69

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Interim Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
Construction	Equipment	Exhaust	 3 48 26 0 2 2	 0 5 3 0 0 0
Construction	Fugitive	Emissions	 — — — — 24 6	 — — — — 4 1
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 9 217 32 0 5 5	 1 21 3 0 0 0
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 17 482 110 1 5 4	 2 48 11 0.1 0.5 0.4

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 47 10	 — — — — 3 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 471 71	 — — — — 2 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 289 76	 — — — — 30 7

Flares	 7 41 2 20 14 14	 1 8 0 4 3 3
Landfill	Gas	 19 0 1 0 0 0	 4 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal	 55 788 171 21 868 193	 8 82 17 4 43 12
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5  241  49  1  3  2  0  24  5  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 50 547 122 21 865 191	 7 58 12 4 43 12
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (25) 297	 (428) (229) 765	 136		 (7) 18	 (88) (36) 28	 2	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐70

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Final Operational Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 11 251 36 0 5 5	 1 25 4 0 1 1
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 19 297 113 1 4 4	 2 30 11 0 0 14

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	–	Operations	 — — — — 68 14	 — — — — 4 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 511 77	 — — — — 3 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 11 5	 — — — — 1 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 176 35	 — — — — 136 17

Flares	 4 20 1 10 37 37	 4 20 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 52 0 4 0 0 0	 9 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 86 568 154 11 812 177	 16 75 17 10 152 40
	

No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 5  173  42  1  3  2  0  17  4  0.1  0.3  0.2 

Subtotala	
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 81 395 112 11 810 175	 15 57 13 10 152 40
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 6	 145	 (438) (239) 710	 120		 2	 17	 (87) (30) 137	 30	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Table 4.3‐71

 
Summary of Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions – Closing Year (San Diego Air Basin) 

	

	 (Pounds per Day)  (Tons per Year) 

Operational Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10  PM2.5 

East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
Operational	Equipment	Exhaust	
Exhaust	–	Off‐Road	 16 369 54 1 8 8	 2 49 8 0 1 1
Exhaust	–	On‐Road	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2

Operational	Fugitive	Emissions	
Fugitive	Dust	‐	Operations	 — — — — 62 9	 — — — — 10 1
Fugitive	Dust	–	Wind	Erosion	 — — — — 4,052 608	 — — — — 21 3
Vehicle	Travel	–	Paved	Roads	 — — — — 2 1	 — — — — 0 0
Vehicle	Travel	–	Unpaved	Roads	 — — — — 146 38	 — — — — 22 6

Flares	 20 113 6 55 38 38	 4 21 1 10 7 7
Landfill	Gas	 53 0 4 0 0 0	 10 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal	 94 655 106 57 4,311 704	 16 87 14 10 61 18
	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
Subtotala	 5 173 42 1 3 2	 0 17 4 0.1 0.3 0.2
	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 89 482 64 56 4,308 702	 16 70 10 10 61 18
AQIA	Criteria	Threshold	 75 250 550 250 100 55	 13.7 40 100 40 15 10
Amount	Over/(Under)	 14	 232	 (486) (194) 4,208	 647		 2	 30	 (90) (30) 46	 8	
   

a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the  emissions  from  the  No  Federal  Action 

Alternative. 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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regional	ozone	and	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	effect,	it	is	likely	that	the	East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	 would	 contribute	 to	 regional	 ozone	 concentrations	 and	 would	 also	 result	 in	 a	 significantly	
adverse	air	quality	effect.	

Off‐Site 

Regional Impacts from Waste Hauling and Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Trucks	 hauling	 solid	 waste	 to	 the	 landfill	 and	 trucks	 transporting	 leachate	 off‐site	 would	 contribute	 air	
pollutants	to	the	SDAB.		As	shown	in	Chapter	2,	Purpose	and	Need,	Table	2‐1,	San	Diego	County	Tons	Disposed	
in‐County	 and	Out‐of‐County,	 using	 a	 three‐year	 average	 (2007	 through	 2009),90	 3,376,000	 tons	 of	 waste	
were	disposed	by	San	Diego	County to landfills within and outside of the county.  Of	this,	approximately	
976,688	tons,	or	29	percent,	of	solid	waste	were	generated	in	or	near	North	County.91		Waste	generated	in	or	
near	North	County	is	disposed	of	at	the	Otay,	Sycamore,	Prima	Deshecha	and	El	Sobrante	landfills.		The	Prima	
Deshecha	Landfill,	 located	in	Orange	County,	 is	the	primary	disposal	site	for	the	City	of	Oceanside.	 	Orange	
County	does	not	anticipate	extending	agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	2016.	

The	Needs	Assessment	further	indicates	that	assuming	current	rates	of	diversion,	waste	disposal	originating	
from	within	the	County	is	expected	to	increase	from	3,081,142	tons	in	2009	to	3,920,167	(approximately	27	
percent)	by	2025	and	to	4,099,159	(approximately	33	percent)	by	2030.92	 	 It	 is	anticipated	that	waste	will	
continue	 to	 be	 transported	 outside	 the	 County	 or	 to	 landfills	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	Diego	 (Sycamore	 Canyon,	
Miramar)	or	South	County	(Otay)	until	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	or	another	landfill	is	developed.		
The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	increase	the	length	of	waste	transport	trips	from	locations	in	or	near	
North	County.			

Regional	 emissions	 from	waste	 hauling	 to	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 increase	 relative	 to	 the	
emissions	resulting	from	current	waste	hauling	practices,	because	of	the	proposed	facility’s	location	in	South	
County.	 	The	length	of	waste	transport	trips	from	locations	in	or	near	North	County	to	the	East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	 would	 be	 similar	 to	 or	 greater	 than	 that	 of	 the	 Otay	 landfill,	 which	 is	 currently	 a	 disposal	
destination	for	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County	and	which	is	also	located	in	South	County.	

As	 discussed	 previously,	 VOCs	 and	NOX	 are	 pre‐cursor	 emissions	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
attainment	 for	ozone.	 	While	 the	alternative	 itself	would	result	 in	emissions	of	VOCs	and	NOX,	 the	on‐road	
portion	of	the	emissions	would	represent	an	increase	compared	to	existing	conditions	as	shown	under	the	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative.	 	This	is	due	to	the	alternative	being	geographically	situated	in	southern	San	
Diego	County,	which	would	increase	the	length	of	waste	transport	trips	compared	to	the	No	Federal	Action	
Alternative.		Regional	VOC	and	NOX	impacts	are	assessed	based	on	the	net	total	emissions	for	this	alternative,	

																																																													
90		 The	data	provided	are	from	a	Needs	Assessment	that	was	prepared	for	the	USACE	in	support	of	the	EIS	by	R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.		

Given	that	complete	calendar	year	2010	tonnage	data	were	not	available	during	the	preparation	of	the	Needs	Assessment	a	three‐
year	average	 tonnage	value	was	 calculated.	 	 In	addition,	 the	 recent	downturn	 in	 the	economy	has	 resulted	 in	a	drop	 in	disposal	
tonnages,	but	disposal	tonnages	are	expected	to	increase	as	construction	and	general	business	activities	recover.		Thus,	a	three‐year	
average	was	used	to	better	reflect	the	quantities	disposed	of	for	the	2010	base	year.		

91		 R3	Consulting	Group,	Inc.,	2012.	
92		 Ibid.	
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which	 is	 calculated	as	 the	alternative’s	 emissions	minus	 the	portion	of	 the	emissions	 from	 the	No	Federal	
Action	Alternative	in	the	SDAB.		As	shown	in	Table	4.3‐68,	Table	4.3‐69,	Table	4.3‐70,	and	Table	4.3‐71,	the	
net	 total	emissions	of	VOCs	and/or	NOX	are	anticipated	 to	exceed	 the	SDAPCD	Rule	20	offset	 requirement	
during	operations.	 	Thus,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	contribute	incrementally	to	regional	ozone	
and	would	therefore	result	in	significant	adverse	air	quality	effects.			

Local Impacts from Waste Hauling 

As	 discussed	 previously,	 an	 analysis	 of	 CO	 concentrations	 at	 three	 locations	 was	 conducted	 for	 the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 due	 to	 the	 increase	 in	 traffic	 on	 the	 local	 roadways	 using	 the	 CALINE4	
computer	 model.	 	 The	 purpose	 of	 this	 modeling	 was	 to	 determine	 microscale	 impacts	 adjacent	 to	 the	
roadways	that	would	be	most	affected	by	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	at	full	build‐out.		As	shown	in	
Table	 4.3‐27,	 projections	 of	 peak	 hour	 CO	 concentrations	 	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative’s	would	not	cause	an	exceedance	of	applicable	ambient	air	quality	standards.		Analysis	
of	intersections	in	the	vicinity	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	with	the	highest	peak‐hour	turning	volumes	
shows	no	 intersection	with	greater	volume	than	 those	of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	Therefore,	
the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 not	 create	 a	 significant	 adverse	 air	 quality	 effect	 with	 regards	 to	
localized	CO	emissions.	

Impacts in the South Coast Air Basin from Waste Hauling 

Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 decrease	 in	 emissions	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	
compared	 to	 current	waste	 hauling	 practices	 because	 of	 the	 proposed	 facility’s	 closer	 proximity	 to	waste	
generators	 in	 North	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 Currently,	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 waste	 is	 transported	 to	 two	 landfill	
facilities	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin:	Prima	Deshecha	(Orange	County)	and	El	Sobrante	(Riverside	County).		
As	a	result,	this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin	 compared	 to	 current	 waste	 hauling	 practices.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Prima	 Deshecha	 Landfill	 does	 not	
anticipate	extending	agreements	to	accept	out‐of‐County	waste	beyond	2016	while	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	
is	to	remain	operational.		When	Prima	Deshecha	ceases	to	accept	waste,	waste	from	North	San	Diego	County	
would	continue	to	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	under	the	No	Action	scenario.		This	alternative	
would	redirect	waste	that	would	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	to	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Landfill.		As	
a	result,	 this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	waste	hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	
Basin	compared	to	future	No	Action	conditions.		Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	
Air	Basin	relative	to	waste	haul	trips.	

Mitigation Measures  

Even	with	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	effects	 to	 air	quality	 regarding	VOC	and	NOX	 emissions	
during	initial	construction	and	operation.		There	are	no	other	mitigation	measures	available	to	reduce	VOC	
and	NOX	emissions	to	below	the	AQIA	criteria	thresholds.		Therefore,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	
result	in	significant	adverse	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	during	construction	and	operation.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	
cumulatively	considerable	net	increase	of	any	criteria	pollutant	for	which	the	region	is	in	non‐attainment	under	
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an	applicable	 federal	ambient	air	quality	 standard	 (or	exceed	quantitative	 thresholds	 for	O3	precursors,	NOX	
and	VOCs).	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	AIR‐3:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	result	 in	a	cumulatively	
considerable	 net	 increase	 of	 criteria	 pollutants	 for	 which	 the	 region	 is	 in	 non‐attainment.		
Implementation	of	this	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	of	VOC	and	NOX	that	would	exceed	the	
SDAPCD	 thresholds	of	significance	 for	ozone	precursors	(VOC	and	NOX).	 	Therefore,	 the	alternative	
would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects.	 	 Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 reduce	
emissions	from	waste	hauling	trucks	within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	would	thus	not	exceed	the	
SCAQMD	trigger	levels.		Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	result	in	the	emission	of	criteria	pollutants	for	which	the	project	area	
is	 in	non‐attainment	during	both	construction	and	operation.	 	The	SDAB	is	currently	in	non‐attainment	for	
the	federal	8‐hour	ozone	standard.			

Construction 

As	discussed	above,	construction	emissions	from	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	are	predicted	to	exceed	the	
regional	 threshold	 for	VOCs	and	NOX.	 	Since	NOX	and	VOCs	are	both	ozone	precursors,	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	 would	 contribute	 incrementally	 to	 regional	 ozone	 and	 would	 therefore	 result	 in	 a	 significant	
adverse	air	quality	effect.	

Operations 

As	discussed	above,	operation	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	result	in	maximum	emissions	of	VOCs	
and	NOX	that	would	exceed	the	corresponding	AQIA	threshold	levels.		Emissions	of	NOX	from	both	stationary	
and	mobile	sources	would	also	exceed	the	SDAPCD	offset	threshold,	and	are	therefore	considered	adverse.	
Since	 NOX	 and	 VOCs	 are	 both	 ozone	 precursors,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 contribute	
incrementally	to	regional	ozone	and	would	therefore	result	in	a	significant	adverse	air	quality	effect.	

As	previously	discussed,	 this	alternative	would	 reduce	emissions	 in	 the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	 from	waste	
hauling	trucks.		As	a	result	this	alternative	would	result	in	no	adverse	effects	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.		

Mitigation Measures 

Even	with	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	air	quality	regarding	ozone	precursor	emissions	
during	construction	and	operation.		There	are	no	other	feasible	mitigation	measures	available	to	reduce	VOC	
and	NOX	emissions	to	below	the	AQIA	threshold	criteria.	 	Therefore,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	
result	in	significant	adverse	VOC	and	NOX	emissions	during	construction	and	operation.	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	expose	sensitive	
receptors	 (including	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 schools,	 hospitals,	 resident	 care	 facilities,	 or	 day‐care	 centers)	 to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.	
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Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 AIR‐4:	 	 The	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 not	 expose	 sensitive	
receptors	to	substantial	pollutant	concentrations	because	health	risks	would	not	exceed	the	SDAPCD	
thresholds.	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 also	 not	 result	 in	 air	 pollutant	 emissions	 or	 changes	 in	
microclimate	that	would	to	affect	the	surrounding	agricultural	uses.	 	Therefore,	significant	adverse	
effects	would	not	occur.		

The	East	Otay	Mesa	site	 is	 located	approximately	 two	miles	east	of	 the	Siempre	Viva	Road	exit	 from	State	
Route	905,	east	of	the	terminus	of	Otay	Mesa	Road.		The	site	is	located	approximately	one	quarter	mile	east	
of	Loop	Road	and	west	of	planned	State	Route	11.		The	site	is	approximately	two	miles	east	of	the	community	
of	Otay	Mesa,	 and	 is	 approximately	 55	miles	 south	 of	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative.	 	 As	 shown	 in	
Table	 4.3‐72,	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 Distance	 to	 Sensitive	 Receptor	 Locations,	 the	 nearest	 sensitive	
receptor	 is	 located	 1,000	 feet	 from	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative’s	 landfill	 operation	 area.	 	 This	 is	
substantially	larger	than	the	distance	between	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	its	closest	sensitive	
receptor.		The	HRA	performed	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	determined	that	health	risks	would	
be	below	 the	SDAPCD’s	 thresholds.	 	Therefore,	health	 risks	posed	by	 the	 implementation	of	 the	East	Otay	
Mesa	Alternative	would	 likely	be	 lower	 than	 those	of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 and	would	not	
exceed	the	SDAPCD’s	thresholds.		Significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.			

Table 4.3‐72
 

East Otay Mesa Alternative Distance to Sensitive Receptor Locations for Construction Activities 
	

Distance to Receptors (feet) 

Alternative  Access Road  Borrow/Stock Piles  Ancillary facilities  Landfill Operation 

Applicant’s	Proposed	 3,200	 500	 5,000	 1,300	
East	Otay	Mesa	 1,000	 1,500	 1,000	 1,000	

   

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2012  

	

Potential Impacts to Avocados and Citrus from Dust and Particulate Matter 

Unlike	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	agricultural	uses	such	as	avocado	and	citrus	trees	do	not	exist	in	
the	vicinity	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.		Therefore,		adverse	effects	on	avocado	and	citrus	growth	due	
to	dust	and	particulate	matter	would	not	occur.	

Potential for Microclimate Changes 

The	area	to	be	occupied	by	the	proposed	landfill	at	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	would	be	modified	
into	a	small	basin	or	depression,	thereby	possibly	altering	the	drainage	of	cold	air	on	the	existing	surface.		As	
with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	potential	adverse	effects	would	be	limited	by	the	small	size	of	the	
landfill	basin,	as	compared	to	the	much	larger	floor	area	of	the	surroundings.		An	assessment	of	the	potential	
change	suggests	a	less	than	a	one	degree	Fahrenheit	temperature	drop	could	occur	in	the	landfill	footprint	
area.		This	is	not	a	significant	temperature	change	and	would	not	cause	significant	adverse	effects.	
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Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative,	this	
alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 regarding	 exposure	 of	 sensitive	 populations	 to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 create	
objectionable	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	people.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	AIR‐5:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	 include	 the	use	of	daily	
landfill	 cover	and	a	 gas	 collection	 system.	 	Odors	originating	 from	 landfill	 gases	produced	by	 this	
alternative	are	expected	to	be	below	the	detectable	limit	at	sensitive	receptor	locations.	 	Therefore,	
the	 alternative	would	 not	 create	 odors	 affecting	 a	 substantial	 number	 of	 persons	 and	 significant	
adverse	effects	would	not	occur.			

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	data	from	USEPA	studies	on	landfill‐generated	odors	are	used	
for	 impact	determination.	 	USEPA	has	extensively	studied	 landfill	 gas	compositions	 throughout	 the	United	
States.	 	Typical	values	for	methane	and	total	sulfur	compounds	are:	 	Methane	(50	percent)	=	500,000	ppm	
and	Sulfur	compounds	=	50	ppm.		The	ratio	for	landfills	of	sulfur	compounds	to	methane	is	one	to	10,000.	

USEPA	 has	 also	 studied	 the	 concentrations	 of	 methane	 which	 occur	 at	 the	 surface	 of	 landfills.	 	 USEPA	
monitoring	has	shown	these	methane	concentrations	range	between	one	and	20	ppm.		Assuming	the	highest	
concentration	 for	 surface	 level	methane	 occurs	 at	 the	 proposed	 landfill,	 the	 resulting	 concentration	 of	 all	
sulfur	 compounds	 released	 to	 the	 atmosphere	would	 be	 2	 ppb.	 	 The	 noticeable	 odor	 threshold	 for	 sulfur	
compounds	are	200	ppb	for	hydrogen	sulfide	and	27	ppb	for	mercaptans.		Thus,	the	maximum	concentration	
of	any	sulfur	compound	having	an	odor	will	remain	at	least	one	order	of	magnitude	(ten‐fold)	lower	than	the	
detectable	limit	by	the	human	nose.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	
effects.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Road	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	odors.		No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	create	potential	
visibility	impacts	to	nearby	Class	I	Wilderness	Areas.	

Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 AIR‐6:	 	 The	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 not	 create	 visibility	
impacts	to	nearby	Class	I	Wilderness	Areas.		Therefore,	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.	

The	closest	Class	 I	Wilderness	Area	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	 is	 the	Agua	Tibia	
Wilderness	 Area.	 	 However,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 site	 is	 located	 further	 from	 the	 Agua	 Tibia	
Wilderness	Area	as	compared	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		Therefore,	based	on	the	results	of	the	



4.3  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases    December 2012 

	

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.3‐162	 	

VISCREEN	 analysis	 conducted	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	
would	not	result	in	visibility	impacts	and	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 visibility	 impacts.	 	 No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	

Greenhouse Gases 

Initial Construction 

Initial	 construction	 activities	 associated	 with	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 emit	 GHGs	 during	
construction	activities	which	would	take	approximately	nine	to	twelve	months.		Construction	would	occur	10	
hours	 per	 day,	 six	 days	 per	 week.	 	 Emissions	 of	 GHGs	 from	 fossil	 fuel	 powered	 on‐site	 construction	
equipment	and	off‐site	vehicles	used	to	transport	construction	workers	and	supplies	were	calculated	for	the	
same	years	as	the	criteria	pollutants	using	emission	factors	from	CalEEMod	and	EMFAC2011.		Results	of	this	
analysis	 are	 presented	 in	Table	4.3‐73,	Annual	GHG	Emissions	 (MTCO2e/yr).	 	 The	Draft	NEPA	Guidance	on	
Consideration	of	the	Effects	of	Climate	Change	and	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	advises	that	a	proposed	action	
would	 be	 adverse	 if	 it	 would	 be	 reasonably	 anticipated	 to	 cause	 direct	 emissions	 of	 25,000	 tons	 of	 CO2e	
annually.		As	shown,	GHG	emissions	would	not	exceed	the	criteria	in	the	Draft	NEPA	guidance.			

Operation 

Operational	GHG	emissions	 from	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	 result	 from	 landfill	 gas	 emissions,	
emissions	 from	 electrical	 generation	 turbines	 and	 flare	 systems,	 fuel	 combustion	 from	 on‐	 and	 off‐road	
vehicles	and	equipment,	indirect	emissions	from	off‐site	electricity	generation,	and	energy	related	to	on‐site	
water	use.			

Municipal	landfills	accept	both	organic	and	inorganic	wastes.		Most	of	the	gases	generated	by	decomposition	
of	 organic	 waste	 are	 expected	 to	 be	 captured	 through	 the	 landfill	 gas	 collection	 control	 system.		
Decomposition	 of	 organic	 waste	 results	 in	 CO2	 emissions	 as	 does	 combustion	 of	 the	 landfill	 gas.	 	 It	 was	
assumed	that	75	percent	of	 landfill	gas	would	be	collected	through	the	gas	collection	system	and	piped	to	
external	 controls.	 	The	remaining	25	percent	of	 landfill	 gas	would	be	emitted	at	 the	 landfill	 surface.	 	Both	
processes	convert	the	landfill	methane	to	CO2,	a	less	potent	GHG.		USEPA’s	AP‐42	Report	on	Municipal	Solid	
Waste	Landfills	states	that	the	bulk	of	CO2	is	formed	by	combustion	of	CH4	during	ignition	of	the	landfill	gas	
in	the	turbines	and	flare.		Bio‐degradable	waste	would	decompose	to	CO2	under	aerobic	conditions	if	it	were	
not	 disposed	of	 at	 a	 landfill.	 	 Therefore,	 CO2	 emissions	 from	both	 fugitive	 landfill	 gas	 and	 flare	 emissions	
were	considered	to	occur	with	or	without	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.	 	However,	CH4	emissions	would	
not	 form	without	a	 landfill,	 as	all	of	 the	biodegradable	carbon	contained	 in	 the	waste	would	otherwise	be	
converted	to	CO2.	

As	 stated	 above,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 emit	 CO2	 as	 a	 result	 of	 biodegradable	 organic	
materials	 and	 additional	 CO2	 formed	 during	 the	 combustion	 of	 landfill	 gas.	 	 Decomposition	 of	 organic	
materials	 (e.g.,	 food	 wastes,	 crop	 wastes,	 etc.)	 is	 the	 primary	 source	 of	 CO2	 released	 from	 landfills.	 	 CO2	
emission	from	the	decomposition	of	organic	material	is	part	of	the	natural	carbon	cycle,	therefore,	landfills	
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would	 not	 generate	 a	 net	 increase	 in	 organic	 CO2	 emissions	 if	 the	 emissions	 are	 released	 back	 to	 the	
environment,	since	these	emissions	would	naturally	occur	anyway.		Organic	CO2	emissions	can	therefore	be	
considered	as	not	resulting	from	the	landfill	and	do	not	have	to	be	counted	as	landfill	GHG	emissions.		On	July	
1,	2011,	the	USEPA	issued	a	final	rule,	deferring	for	a	three‐year	period,	the	GHG	permitting	requirements	for	
CO2	emissions	 from	biogenic	 (organic)	sources.	 	Therefore,	organic	CO2	emissions	are	subtracted	 from	the	
total	GHG	emissions	associated	with	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.	

Table	4.3‐75	summarizes	annual	GHG	emissions	associated	with	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.		As	shown,	
GHG	 emissions	would	 be	 similar	 compared	 to	 the	No	 Federal	 Action	Alternative	 due	 to	 similar	 vmt	 from	
geographically	 locating	 a	 landfill	 in	 southern	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 GHG	 emissions	 would	 be	 higher	 during	
construction	 and	 closing	 years	 due	 to	 the	 emissions	 from	 the	 additional	 off‐road	 equipment	 needed	 to	
construct	and	close	the	landfill.	 	Operational	and	post‐closure	GHG	emissions	generated	by	fugitive	 landfill	
gas	 and	 by	 emissions	 from	 the	 landfill	 gas	 flare	were	 quantified;	 however,	 the	 landfill	 gas	 emissions	 are	
considered	to	be	part	of	the	baseline	because	the	GHG	emissions	would	be	generated	regardless	of	where	the	
waste	was	deposited.	 	The	majority	of	 the	 landfill’s	direct	and	 indirect	GHG	emissions	would	occur	during	
active	operation	of	 the	 landfill.	 	On	 the	other	hand,	GHG	emissions	 from	 fugitive	 landfill	 gas	 and	 the	 flare	
would	 continue	 to	 occur	 after	 the	 landfill	 has	 closed.	 	 AB	 32	 is	 anticipated	 to	 secure	 emission	 reductions	
through	 a	 variety	 of	 mechanisms,	 such	 as	 increasing	 energy	 efficiency	 and	 introducing	 more	 renewable	
energy	sources.	 	CARB	has	already	begun	 to	adopt	strategies	 to	 reduce	GHG	emissions	under	AB	32.	 	One	

Table 4.3‐73
 

Maximum Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) 
	

Source 

Initial 
Construction 

Year 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year 

Final 
Operational 

Year  Closing Year  

East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
Landfill	Operations	 12,208	 12,808 3,417 4,277	 7,364
On‐Road	Trucks	 —	 14,191 12,654 12,495	 13,005
Energy	 —	 71 71 71	 71
Water	 117	 117 117 117	 117
Landfill	Gasa	 —	 — 418,017 418,017	 418,017
Subtotal	 12,325	 27,187 434,276 434,977	 438,574

	 	 	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
Subtotalb	 —	 15,702 434,602 434,439	 434,439
	 	 	
Net	Total	Emissionsc	 12,325	 11,485	 (326) 538		 4,135	
   

a  Landfill gas emissions, which includes flaring emissions, are included as part of the baseline (No Action) scenario because they would 
be generated regardless of where the waste was deposited.  The GHG emissions are calculated using CalEEMod, based on 1 million 
tons per year of municipal solid waste.  For comparison purposes, landfill gas GHG emissions are included for the years in which the 
build alternatives would be in operation and are assumed to occur in the year after the waste is deposited. 

b  See discussion of greenhouse gas emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
c  The  net  total  represents  the  incremental  emissions, which  is  calculated  as  the  emissions  from  the  build  alternative minus  the 

emissions from the No Federal Action Alternative. 
 
Source:  PCR Services, 2012
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such	strategy,	Reducing	Methane	Emissions	from	Municipal	Solid	Waste	Landfills,	is	one	of	the	nine	discrete	
early	action	measures	in	the	Climate	Change	Scoping	Plan	that	is	estimated	to	reduce	as	much	as	one	million	
metric	tons	of	CO2e.		This	regulation	became	effective	on	June	17,	2010.		It	requires	owners	and	operators	of	
certain	uncontrolled	landfills	to	 install	gas	collection	and	control	systems,	and	requires	existing	and	newly	
installed	gas	collection	and	control	systems	to	operate	in	an	optimal	manner	with	the	best	available	control	
technology	(75	percent	collection	efficiency	and	98.2	percent	control	efficiency	for	landfill	gas	constituents	
in	 gas	 turbines).	 	 The	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	would	 have	 a	 gas	 collection	 and	 control	 system	which	
meets	these	requirements	as	part	of	its	design.			

Other	 strategies	 included	 in	 the	Climate	Change	Scoping	Plan	 to	 reduce	GHG	emissions	 include,	California	
Light‐Duty	 Vehicle	 GHG	 Standards,	 Energy	 Efficiency,	 Renewables	 Portfolio	 Standard,	 Low	 Carbon	 Fuel	
Standard,	Vehicle	Efficiency	Measures,	and	Heavy/Medium‐Duty	Vehicles.		While	applicable	to	the	East	Otay	
Mesa	Alternative,	these	measures	are	not	generally	under	the	control	of	the	applicant	or	local	agencies.		Since	
these	measures	are	under	development	and	regulations	have	not	yet	been	adopted	at	this	time,	they	have	not	
been	 included	 in	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 and	GHG	 reductions	 from	 these	 strategies	have	not	been	
calculated.		Comparing	GHG	emissions	from	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	with	the	implementing	programs	
and	 regulations	 to	achieve	 the	 statewide	GHG	emission	 reduction	goals	of	AB	32	 is	difficult.	 	Nonetheless,	
emission	 reductions	 from	 these	 strategies	 are	 anticipated	 to	 occur	 as	 CARB	 adopts	 and	 implements	
regulations	under	AB	32.		Since	they	have	not	been	included	in	the	analysis,	the	results	are	conservative	and	
emissions	would	likely	be	less	due	to	these	measures,	which	the	applicant	would	have	to	comply.	

There	are	no	 science‐based	GHG	significance	 thresholds	 applicable	 to	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 that	
have	been	adopted	by	regulation	by	the	 federal	government	or	 the	state.	 	 In	 the	absence	of	an	adopted	or	
science‐based	GHG	threshold,	no	judgment	as	to	the	significance	of	this	alternative’s	GHG	emissions	is	made.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	reduce	GHG	emissions	to	the	extent	feasible	through	design	features.		
No	additional	mitigation	measures	are	applicable	or	proposed.			

4.3.9  SYCAMORE CANYON EXPANSION ALTERNATIVE 

The	 following	 discussion	 addresses	 this	 alternative’s	 air	 quality	 issues	 based	 upon	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	
Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR	(August	2012),	which	includes	an	analysis	of	the	consistency	of	
the	alternative	with	the	City	of	San	Diego	General	Plan	and	respective	community	plans.			

4.3.9.1  Affected Environment  

Existing Local Air Quality 

The	meteorological	station	closest	to	the	project	site	that	monitors	temperature	and	rainfall	is	the	El	Cajon	
station.		The	monthly	average	temperatures	recorded	for	the	last	31	years	at	the	El	Cajon	station	range	from	
55.4	°F	in	December	to	76.5	°F	in	August.	 	The	annual	average	temperature	for	this	station	is	65.1	°F.	 	The	
majority	 of	 annual	 rainfall	 in	 the	 project	 area	 occurs	 between	 November	 and	 March.	 	 Average	 monthly	
rainfall	measured	at	this	station	for	the	last	31	years	ranges	from	2.77	inches	in	February	to	0.82	inch	or	less	
between	April	and	October,	with	an	average	annual	total	of	12.16	inches.			
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Winds	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 project	 area	 blow	 predominantly	 from	 the	 northwest	 through	 south	 with	
relatively	 low	velocities.	 	Wind	 speeds	 in	 the	project	 area	 average	 approximately	2.8	mph.	 	 Calm	periods,	
characterized	by	wind	speeds	less	than	1.12	mph,	occur	approximately	30	percent	of	the	time.	

4.3.9.2  Design Features 

Sycamore	Landfill	has	environmental	controls	built	into	its	current	design	and	operating	procedures.		All	of	
these	procedures	are	required	by	the	federal	regulations	governing	disposal	of	municipal	solid	waste	in	the	
U.S.	 and	 by	 California	 Titles	 14	 and	 27,	 which	 implement	 the	 federal	 regulations	 at	 the	 state	 level.		
Environmental	 controls	 at	 the	 existing	 landfill	 include	 the	 liner,	 LFG	 collection	 and	monitoring	 systems;,	
erosion	and	sedimentation	controls;	and	dust,	litter,	vector,	odor,	and	fire	controls.	

The	landfill	has	a	Gas	Collection	and	Control	System	(GCCS)	which	actively	draws	LFG	from	the	landfill	by	a	
mechanical	vacuum	source.	 	The	GCCS	is	 in	place	to	control	surface	emissions	and	subsurface	migration	of	
LFG.	 	The	collected	LFG	is	used	for	the	production	of	electricity	via	turbines	at	a	cogeneration	power	plant	
(landfill‐gas‐to‐energy)	facility	owned	and	operated	by	a	separate	entity.		The	remainder	of	the	collected	LFG	
(i.e.,	 LFG	 generated	 in	 excess	 of	 the	 capacity	 of	 the	 electrical	 generating	 station)	 is	 combusted	 in	 two	
enclosed	ground	flares.		In	2010,	the	cogeneration	facility	processed	an	average	of	approximately	1,300	cubic	
feet	 per	 minute	 (cfm)	 and	 the	 flares	 processed	 an	 average	 of	 approximately	 1,200	 cfm.	 	 Condensate	 is	
collected	from	the	LFG	extraction	system	and	temporarily	stored	in	tanks	at	the	gas	recovery	plant,	and	then	
incinerated	in	the	respective	combustion	units.	

Dust	 control	 measures	 consist	 of	 both	 construction/operations	 and	 maintenance	 procedures.	 	 Dust	 is	
controlled	 through	 grading	 and	watering	 of	 haul	 roads,	 application	 of	 a	 fine	water	 spray	 on	 soil	 cover	 in	
work	 areas	 when	 conditions	 may	 generate	 fugitive	 dust,	 applying	 water	 with	 a	 chemical	 additive	 and	
planting	temporary	vegetative	cover	when	possible	on	intermediate	soil	cover	where	wind‐blown	dust	may	
be	generated,	and	installation	of	vegetative	cover	on	the	completed	landfill	slopes.	

To	prevent	odor	problems,	a	minimum	of	six	 inches	of	soil	or	an	ADC	is	used	as	daily	cover	over	the	solid	
waste.	 	 In	 addition,	 landfill	 personnel	 seal	 fissures	 in	 cover	 soil	 and	 immediately	 cover	 noxious	waste	 to	
minimize	the	emission	of	odors.		It	is	standard	practice	at	the	landfill	that	if	a	highly	odorous	load	of	waste	is	
received,	a	hole	of	the	appropriate	size	is	dug	at	the	active	disposal	area	and	the	load	is	buried	and	covered	
as	soon	as	possible,	but	in	any	event	no	later	than	24	hours	after	disposal.	

4.3.9.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	 if	the	alternative	would	conflict	with	or	
obstruct	implementation	of	the	San	Diego	RAQS	or	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AIR‐1:	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	conflict	
with	or	obstruct	 implementation	of	 the	RAQS	or	 the	applicable	portions	of	 the	SIP.	 	Therefore,	no	
significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	
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Landfill Expansion, Support Facilities, and Ancillary Activities 

The	site	is	designated	“Industrial	Employment”,	“Commercial	Employment”	and	“Open	Space”	in	the	City	of	
San	Diego	General	Plan,	 and	 “Landfill”,	 “Office	Commercial”	 (i.e.,	 entrance	 and	administrative	offices	 area)	
and	 “Open	Space”	 in	 the	East	Elliot	 Community.	 	Amendments	 are	proposed	 to	 the	General	Plan	 and	East	
Elliot	Community	Plan	for	this	alternative	to	designate	26	acres	 from	Open	Space	and	5	acres	 from	Office‐
Commercial	to	Landfill.	

Implementation	of	this	alternative	would	increase	the	landfill	capacity,	 lengthen	the	lifespan	of	the	facility,	
and	add	more	external	truck	trips	over	time.		These	changes	would	increase	the	overall	volumetric	disposal	
capacity	by	 approximately	82	million	 cubic	 yards,	 from	71	mcy	 for	 the	 currently	 approved	 landfill	 to	153	
mcy	under	this	alternative.			

The	San	Diego	County	RAQS	outlines	SDAPCD’s	plans	and	control	measures	designed	to	attain	the	state	air	
quality	standards	for	O3.		The	SDAPCD	has	also	developed	the	air	basin’s	input	to	the	SIP.		The	RAQS	relies	on	
information	 from	CARB	 and	SANDAG,	 including	mobile	 and	 area	 source	 emissions,	 as	well	 as	 information	
regarding	 projected	 growth	 in	 the	 County,	 to	 project	 future	 emissions	 and	 then	 determine	 from	 that	 the	
strategies	necessary	for	the	reduction	of	emissions	through	regulatory	controls.		The	SIP	relies	on	the	same	
information	 from	 SANDAG	 to	 develop	 emission	 inventories	 and	 emission	 reduction	 strategies	 that	 are	
included	in	the	attainment	demonstration	for	the	air	basin.		The	SIP	also	includes	rules	and	regulations	that	
have	been	adopted	by	the	SDAPCD	to	control	emissions	from	stationary	sources.		These	SIP‐approved	rules	
may	be	used	as	a	guideline	to	determine	whether	a	project’s	emissions	would	have	the	potential	to	conflict	
with	the	SIP	and	thereby	hinder	attainment	of	the	NAAQS	for	O3.	

The	alternative	 is	consistent	with	 the	regional	air	quality	plans	because	the	vast	majority	of	 the	Sycamore	
Landfill	facility	is	planned	for	industrial	use	in	the	General	Plan	and	landfill	use	in	the	Community	Plan,	and	
the	proposed	expansion	is	included	in	the	Siting	Element	of	the	County	Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan.		
Additionally,	the	alternative	involves	expanding	an	existing	landfill	within	the	City	that	could	reduce	vehicle	
miles	traveled	in	the	region	over	the	miles	that	would	be	traveled	by	selecting	a	new	location	for	disposal	of	
the	 region’s	 waste,	 since	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 is	 within	 10	miles	 of	 the	 centroid	 of	 the	 County’s	 waste	
generation	and	population	and	therefore	avoids	the	need	for	trash	trucks	to	haul	the	waste	even	further	for	
disposal.	

The	 relocation	 of	 the	 transmission	 lines	 would	 generate	 temporary	 construction	 emissions,	 but	 the	
operational	 emissions	 associated	 with	 the	 maintenance	 of	 the	 lines	 would	 remain	 unchanged	 from	 the	
existing	 conditions.	 	 Thus,	 this	 component	 of	 the	 alternative	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	 or	 obstruct	
implementation	of	the	SIP	and	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.	

The	SIP	included	County‐wide	emissions	from	point	sources	at	landfills,	assuming	that	total	landfilling	within	
the	 County	would	 increase	with	 population	 growth.	 	 The	Master	Development	 Plan	 for	 this	 alternative	 is	
being	planned	to	allow	for	continuing	landfilling	of	waste	as	the	population	grows	in	the	County	and	other	
landfills	 close.	 	 Thus,	 this	 alternative	 is	 consistent	with	 the	RAQS	and	SIP.	 	 City	 approval	 of	 the	proposed	
General	 Plan	 and	 Community	 Plan	 Amendments	 to	 change	 the	 site’s	 land	 use	 designation	 would	 be	
consistent	with	the	long‐term	emissions	plans	for	the	region.	 	Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	conflict	
with	or	obstruct	implementation	of	the	SIP	and	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.	
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Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	
Alternative,	this	alternative	would	not	result	 in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	implementation	of	the	
RAQS	and	applicable	portions	of	the	SIP.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	result	in	emissions	
that	would	violate	any	air	quality	standard	or	contribute	substantially	to	an	existing	or	projected	air	quality	
violation.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AIR‐2:	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	potentially	
result	in	violations	of	air	quality	standards	or	contribute	to	existing	or	projected	violations.		Impacts	
during	 construction	would	be	 considered	not	 adverse.	 	However,	 impacts	during	operation	of	 the	
Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.		Implementation	
of	 this	 alternative	would	 reduce	 emissions	 from	waste	 hauling	 trucks	within	 the	 South	 Coast	Air	
Basin	and	would	 thus	not	exceed	 the	SCAQMD	 trigger	 levels.	 	Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	
occur	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

Landfill Expansion, Support Facilities, and Ancillary Activities 

Construction Emissions 

This	 alternative	 includes	 staged	 construction	 of	 a	 new	 administrative	 office	 building,	 new	 maintenance	
facility,	 and	 new	 scale	 facility	 over	 a	 three‐year	 period.	 	 Construction	 activities	 include	 site	 preparation	
(including	removal	of	existing	structures,	if	necessary,	and	earthwork	activities),	construction	of	foundations	
and	structures,	and	finishing	work.	 	Heavy	equipment	for	earthmoving,	delivery	of	materials,	construction,	
and	painting	all	emit	pollutants.		Emission	were	calculated	for	each	construction	activity	assuming	standard	
fugitive	dust	control	measures	would	be	implemented	during	construction,	as	required	by	the	City	pursuant	
to	San	Diego	Municipal	Code	(SDMC)	Section	142.0710.		These	measures	include	the	following:	

 Application	of	soil	stabilizers	to	inactive	areas	

 Replacement	of	groundcover	in	disturbed	areas	as	soon	as	possible	

 Watering	of	exposed	surfaces	(including	unpaved	roads)	a	minimum	of	twice	daily	

 Control	of	dust	during	equipment	and	materials	loading/unloading	

 Reduction	of	speed	on	unpaved	surfaces	to	15	miles	per	hour	(mph)	

The	alternative	also	would	utilize	low‐VOC	paints	per	the	requirements	of	APCD	Rule	67.0	for	architectural	
coatings.	 	In	addition,	engine‐powered	equipment	would	be	maintained	in	accordance	with	manufacturers’	
specifications	and	 logs	would	be	kept	demonstrating	 that	 such	maintenance	has	occurred.	 	The	maximum	
daily	 emissions	 from	 the	 construction	 activities	 are	 presented	 in	 Table	 4.3‐74,	 Maximum	 Construction	
Emissions	 for	 the	Landfill	Expansion,	 and	compared	 to	 the	City’s	Air	Quality	Screening	Thresholds	 in	Table	
5.6‐6.		The	construction	activities	would	not	occur	concurrently	and	the	maintenance	facility	would	generate	
the	maximum	daily	construction	emissions.	 	As	shown	 in	Table	4.3‐75,	Maximum	Construction	Emissions	–
Transmission	Line	Relocation	 the	alternative	would	not	exceed	the	criteria	for	any	of	the	criteria	pollutants	
and	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	
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Table 4.3‐74
 

Maximum Construction Emissions for the Landfill Expansion 
(pounds per day) 

 
Construction Activity  VOC  NOX  CO  SOX  PM10  PM2.5 

Administration	Building	 28.3	 110.0	 307.4	 0.22	 8.1	 30.9	
Maintenance	Facility	 37.6	 137.5	 316.9	 0.38	 8.8	 24.3	
Scale	Facility	 11.41	 135.8	 128.7	 0.25	 9.5	 37.7	
Maximum	Daily	Emissions	 37.6	 137.5	 316.9	 0.38	 9.5	 37.7	
Significance	Thresholds	 137	 250	 550	 250	 100	 55	
Exceedances	 No	 No	 No	 No	 No	 No	
   

 

Source:  Sycamore Landfill Master Development Plan Revised  Final EIR, August 2012 

 

Table 4.3‐75
 

Maximum Construction Emissions –Transmission Line Relocation 
	

Construction Project 

Criteria Pollutants (pounds per day) 

VOC  NOX  CO  SOX  PM10  PM2.5 

Transmission	Line	Relocation	 6.6	 4.0	 25.8	 0.006	 4.0	 5.9	
Significance	Thresholds	 137	 250	 550	 250	 100	 55	
Exceedances	 No	 No	 No	 No	 No	 No	
   

Source: :  Sycamore Landfill Master Development Plan Revised  Final EIR, August 2012 

 

Transmission Line Relocation 

In	 addition	 to	 the	 construction	 of	 the	 on‐site	 facilities	 discussed	 above,	 the	 power	 transmission	 lines	
currently	bisecting	the	site	would	be	relocated.	 	The	construction	of	the	new	towers	and	associated	access	
roads	 is	 anticipated	 to	 span	 a	 20‐month	 period	 that	 would	 not	 be	 concurrent	 with	 other	 construction	
activities	for	the	alternative.		The	maximum	daily	emissions	from	the	construction	activities	associated	with	
the	 relocation	 of	 the	 transmission	 line	 are	 presented	 in	 Table	 4.3‐76,	Maximum	 Construction	Emissions	 –	
Transmission	 Line	 Relocation,	 and	 compared	 to	 the	 City	 Air	 Quality	 Screening	 Thresholds.	 	 These	
transmission	line	construction	emissions,	by	themselves,	would	not	exceed	any	significance	thresholds	and	
are,	 therefore,	 not	 considered	 adverse.	 	 If	 combined	 with	 the	 construction	 emissions	 from	 the	 landfill	
ancillary	facilities,	they	would	not	result	in	adverse	effects.	

Operational Emissions 

To	evaluate	the	significance	of	the	impacts	associated	with	the	operation	of	this	alternative,	the	changes	in	
emissions	 associated	 with	 each	 alternative‐related	 increase	 in	 daily	 receipts	 during	 all	 future	 landfill	
operating	 time	 periods	 were	 evaluated.	 	 To	 identify	 the	 maximum	 operational	 emissions	 and	 for	 the	
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purposes	of	providing	a	more	accurate	incremental	air	emissions	estimate,	the	heavy‐duty	vehicles	required	
by	the	project	were	evaluated	for	the	six	theoretical	waste	acceptance	rates	(listed	below).		The	actual	rate	of	
increase	would	depend	 upon	 incoming	 tonnage	 and	population	 growth	 in	 the	 region.	 	 The	 assumed	daily	
MSW	acceptance	rates	for	each	of	these	future	periods	are	as	follows:	

 Years	2012	to	2014	–	5,000	tpd	

 Years	2015	to	2019	–	7,500	tpd	

 Years	2020	to	2024	–	9,150	tpd	

 Years	2025	to	2029	–	9,850	tpd	

 Years	2030	to	2034	–	10,620	tpd	

 Years	2035	to	2042	–	11,450	tpd	

In	addition	to	the	emission	sources	for	operation	of	the	currently	permitted	landfill,	this	alternative	would	
include	the	following	two	new	sources	of	emissions:	

 Emissions	 associated	 with	 C&D	 waste	 operations,	 including	 off‐road	 equipment	 emissions	 and	
fugitive	dust	emissions	

 Emissions	associated	with	decomposition	of	landfilled	biosolids	waste	material.	

Proposed Landfill Gas Emissions 

It	was	assumed	that	the	type	and	nature	of	the	waste	accepted	at	the	landfill	would	not	appreciably	change	
over	the	life	of	the	facility.	 	The	modeling	results	indicate	that	the	maximum	amount	of	landfill	gas	for	this	
alternative	would	 be	 generated	 in	 2043,	when	 the	 average	 landfill	 gas	 generation	 rate	 is	 estimated	 to	 be	
19,680	scfm.		Landfill	gas	generation	rates	are	based	on	the	combined	annual	municipal	waste,	green	waste,	
and	biosolids	waste	acceptance	limits	for	2011	and	later	years,	along	with	historical	waste	placement	data	
through	2010.	

Proposed Surface Landfill Gas Emissions 

A	small	 fraction	of	 landfill	 gas	generated	 from	 the	decomposition	of	waste	 in	place	 is	 assumed	 to	migrate	
through	the	landfill	surface	and	be	emitted	to	the	atmosphere.		It	was	assumed	that	the	average	landfill	gas	
collection	efficiency	would	be	75	percent.		Based	on	this	collection	efficiency,	a	total	of	17,712	scfm	of	landfill	
gas	would	be	controlled	by	flares	and	turbines	in	2043	and	the	remaining	1,968	scfm	would	be	emitted	from	
the	landfill	surface.			

Proposed Flare and Cogeneration Plant (Turbine) Emissions 

A	 portion	 of	 the	 collected	 landfill	 gas	 from	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 is	 used	 beneficially	 for	 the	 production	 of	
electricity	 via	 turbines	 at	 a	 cogeneration	 power	 plant	 located	 at	 the	 facility	 and	 operated	 by	 GRSI.	 	 The	
remainder	of	 the	collected	 landfill	 gas	 is	 combusted	 in	 flares.	 	Although	 the	energy	plant	 is	permitted	and	
operates	independently	of	the	landfill,	it	is	assumed	that	the	plant	would	increase	in	capacity	with	increasing	
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landfill	gas	availability.		In	the	event	that	GRSI	does	not	elect	to	expand	their	operation,	additional	landfill	gas	
flaring	capacity	or	another	beneficial	use	project	would	be	installed	at	the	facility	that	would	result	in	similar	
destruction	efficiency.	

For	this	analysis,	it	was	assumed	that	the	entire	collected	landfill	gas	would	be	directed	to	the	control	device	
that	has	the	highest	emission	factor	for	each	particular	pollutant.	 	This	provides	a	conservative	estimate	of	
the	 combined	 emissions	 for	 the	 flares	 and	 turbines	 since	 the	 future	 distribution	 of	 collected	 landfill	 gas	
between	flares	and	turbines	is	unknown.		In	the	future,	other	gas‐to‐energy	devices	may	be	found	to	be	more	
efficient	and	may	be	utilized.		The	facility	would	comply	with	appropriate	permitting	requirements	for	these	
flares,	turbines,	or	other	devices.	

Proposed Mobile Exhaust Emissions 

Mobile	exhaust	emissions	that	would	be	increased	or	added	as	a	result	of	 the	alternative	include:	 	exhaust	
from	waste	delivery	vehicles,	exhaust	from	employee	vehicles,	and	exhaust	from	off‐road	equipment	used	in	
waste	 placement,	 green	 waste	 operations,	 C&D	 waste	 operations,	 and	 final	 cover	 installation.	 	 The	
calculation	of	emissions	from	each	of	these	sources	is	discussed	below.	

Waste	delivery	vehicles,	and	to	a	lesser	degree	employee	traffic,	serving	the	landfill	would	generate	exhaust	
emissions,	including	both	criteria	pollutants	and	TACs.		The	total	number	of	municipal	solid	waste	delivery	
trips	 for	 landfill	 operations	 under	 this	 alternative	 was	 estimated	 based	 on	 the	 maximum	 daily	 waste	
acceptance	 rates	 and	 an	 assumed	 average	 vehicle	 capacity	 of	 eight	 tons.	 	 Waste	 delivery	 vehicles	 were	
assumed	to	 travel	2.9	miles	roundtrip	on	unpaved	roads	at	a	speed	of	15	mph	and	1.3	miles	roundtrip	on	
paved	roads	at	a	speed	of	35	mph.		In	addition,	waste	delivery	vehicles	were	assumed	to	idle	at	the	landfill	
for	up	to	20	minutes	per	trip.		Annual	emissions	were	calculated	based	on	360	days	of	operation	per	year	for	
the	landfill,	which	is	a	50	day	per	year	increase	over	existing	conditions.	

Estimates	of	the	number	of	employee	vehicle	trips	per	day	for	the	alternative	were	provided	by	the	facility.		
The	distribution	of	these	trips	between	passenger	vehicles	and	pickup	trucks	was	estimated	by	the	facility.		
These	vehicles	were	assumed	to	travel	1.3	miles	roundtrip	on	paved	roads	at	a	speed	of	35	mph	and	were	
assumed	to	be	parked	at	the	landfill	for	up	to	eight	hours	per	day.		Annual	emissions	were	calculated	based	
on	360	days	of	operation	per	year	for	the	landfill.	

The	off‐road	equipment	at	the	landfill	under	the	alternative	includes	a	wide	variety	of	equipment	including	
compactors,	 bulldozers,	 graders,	 excavators,	 backhoes,	 scrapers,	 grinders,	 loaders,	 crushers,	 crawler	
tractors,	and	water	 trucks.	 	This	equipment	 is	assumed	 to	 remain	at	 the	 landfill	 and	 to	operate	on	a	daily	
basis.	 	 Under	 this	 alternative,	 waste	 placement,	 green	waste,	 and	 C&D	 activities	 would	 continue	 through	
2042,	when	the	landfill	 is	estimated	to	reach	its	final	design	capacity.	 	According	to	facility	personnel,	final	
landfill	cover	activities	are	anticipated	to	begin	five	years	prior	to	closure	(i.e.,	2037)	and	continue	for	two	
years	after	closure	(i.e.,	through	2044).			

Proposed Fugitive Dust Emissions 

Normal	operation	of	the	landfill	results	in	the	emission	of	fugitive	dust.		Project	design	features,	in	the	form	
of	 fugitive	 dust	 control	 from	 watering,	 were	 assumed	 in	 calculating	 the	 emissions.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 PM	
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emission	 levels,	 dust	 control	 efficiencies	 are	 different	 for	 each	 source	 activity	 such	 as	 mechanically‐
suspended	dust	from	human	activity	or	windblown	dust	from	natural	activity.		It	was	assumed	that	34	acres	
would	be	exposed	for	the	purposes	of	calculating	windblown	dust	erosion	emissions.	A	control	efficiency	of	
75	percent	was	applied	for	the	dust	control	measure	of	watering	twice	daily	based	on	the	City	significance	
determination	thresholds.	

Proposed C&D Waste Operations Emissions 

As	 part	 of	 the	 alternative,	 a	 facility	 would	 be	 developed	 at	 the	 landfill	 for	 processing	 and	 recycling	 C&D	
waste.		The	C&D	processing	system	would	primarily	target	waste	loads	rich	in	wood	and	inert	materials	such	
as	 rock,	 brick,	 concrete,	 and	 asphalt.	 	 It	 is	 estimated	 that	 the	 initial	 intake	 of	 C&D	 materials	 would	 be	
approximately	500	tpd.		Operation	of	the	C&D	waste	facility	is	expected	to	increase	over	time	to	a	maximum	
of	1,150	tpd.		Major	facility	components	would	include	a	tipping	area	for	presorting,	an	area	for	mixed‐waste	
sorting,	and	an	area	for	wood	grinding.		It	was	estimated	that	approximately	25	percent	of	the	incoming	C&D	
waste	would	consist	of	mixed	waste	that	would	require	further	processing	after	the	pre‐sort	process.		It	was	
assumed	that	there	would	be	two	conveyor	transfer	points,	one	for	loading	material	onto	the	conveyor	and	
one	 from	unloading	material	 from	the	conveyor.	 	Waste	sorting	activities	were	assumed	to	 take	place	 five	
days	per	week.	

Grinding	of	wood	waste	would	most	 likely	be	done	by	a	contractor	with	mobile	equipment	brought	 to	 the	
site	to	process	stockpiled	material	once	every	two	to	four	weeks.		The	mixed	wood	would	be	stockpiled	for	a	
period	of	two	to	four	weeks	to	accumulate	approximately	3,000	tons	and	provide	three	or	four	days	of	work	
for	the	contract	grinder.		The	wood	grinder	was	assumed	to	operate	six	days	per	month.		Emissions	from	the	
wood	grinding	process	were	estimated	using	the	emission	factor	utilized	in	permitting	a	similar	operation	at	
another	landfill	in	California.	

Operational Emissions Summary 

The	 maximum	 operational	 emissions	 taking	 into	 consideration	 all	 emissions	 sources	 are	 summarized	 in	
Table	4.3‐76,	Summary	of	Maximum	Operational	Emissions	–	Incremental	Increase	Over	Existing	(San	Diego	Air	
Basin),	according	to	the	 incremental	years	when	 increases	 in	 incoming	tonnage	may	occur.	 	The	emissions	
represent	 the	 incremental	 increase	 over	 the	 existing	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 landfill	 emissions.	 	 Fugitive	 dust	
emissions	(PM10)	are	expected	to	decline	relative	to	existing	conditions	at	Sycamore	Canyon	due	to	enhanced	
dust	 control	measures	 that	would	 be	 implemented	 as	 part	 of	 the	 alternative.	 	 The	 enhanced	 dust	 control	
measure	would	reduce	fugitive	dust	from	the	expansion	alternative	as	well	as	from	existing	operations.	

Despite	the	implementation	of	BACT	and	various	project	design	features,	emissions	of	PM,	CO,	VOC,	and	NOX	
during	normal	operations	would	still	exceed	City	thresholds	and	would	therefore	result	in	a	significant	and	
unavoidable	adverse	effect.	

Impacts in the South Coast Air Basin from Waste Hauling 

Implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 decrease	 in	 emissions	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Basin	
compared	 to	 current	 waste	 hauling	 practices	 because	 of	 the	 facility’s	 location	 in	 San	 Diego	 County.		
Currently,	a	portion	of	the	waste	is	transported	to	two	landfill	facilities	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin:		Prima		
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Table 4.3‐76 
 

Summary of Maximum Operational Emissions – Incremental Increase Over Existing (San Diego Air Basin) 
	

Sources  Criteria Pollutants (pounds per day) 

Initial Operational Year  VOC  NOX  CO  SOX  PM10  PM2.5 

Surface	Landfill	Gas	 74	 —	 6	 —	 —	 —	
Flare	Turbine	Emissions	 2	 19	 60	 1	 3	 3	
On‐Road	Mobile	Exhaust	 4	 130	 18	 <1	 2	 1	
Off‐Road	Equipment	Exhaust	 22	 265	 100	 <1	 ‐10	 ‐10	
Fugitive	Dust	Emissions	 —	 —	 —	 —	 ‐488	 ‐67	

Subtotal	 101		 413		 184		 2		 (494)	 (72)	
No	Action	Subtotala	 13	 712	 128	 1	 8	 5	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 88		 (299)	 56		 1		 (502)	 (77)	
Significance	Thresholds	 137	 250	 550	 250	 100	 55	
Amount	Over/(Under)	 (49)	 (549)	 (494)	 (249)	 (602)	 (132)	

Interim Operational Year  VOC  NOX  CO  SOX  PM10  PM2.5 

Surface	Landfill	Gas	 186	 — 14	 — —	 —
Flare	Turbine	Emissions	 52	 349	 1,076	 41	 84	 84	
On‐Road	Mobile	Exhaust	 2	 141	 17	 <1	 <1	 <1	
Off‐Road	Equipment	Exhaust	 ‐9	 ‐231	 81	 1	 ‐22	 ‐21	
Fugitive	Dust	Emissions	 —	 — — — ‐365	 ‐38	

Subtotal	 231		 259		 1189		 41		 (302)	 25		
No	Action	Subtotala	 5	 241	 49	 1	 3	 2	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 226		 18		 1140		 40		 (305)	 23		
Significance	Thresholds	 137	 250	 550	 250	 100	 55	
Amount	Over/(Under)	 89		 (232)	 590		 (210)	 (405)	 (32)	

Future Interim Operational Year  VOC  NOX  CO  SOX  PM10  PM2.5 

Surface	Landfill	Gas	 367	 — 28	 — —	 —
Flare	Turbine	Emissions	 133	 505	 1,493	 104	 200	 200	
On‐Road	Mobile	Exhaust	 2	 151	 20	 <1	 <1	 <1	
Off‐Road	Equipment	Exhaust	 4	 ‐130	 197	 1	 ‐19	 ‐19	
Fugitive	Dust	Emissions	 —	 — — — ‐293	 ‐22	

Subtotal	 506		 526		 1738		 105		 (112)	 160		
No	Action	Subtotala	 5	 173	 42	 1	 3	 2	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 501		 353		 1696		 104		 (115)	 158		
Significance	Thresholds	 137	 250	 550	 250	 100	 55	
Amount	Over/(Under)	 364		 103		 1146		 (146)	 (215)	 103		
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Sources  Criteria Pollutants (pounds per day) 

Final Operational Year  VOC  NOX  CO  SOX  PM10  PM2.5 

Surface	Landfill	Gas	 367	 — 28	 — —	 —
Flare	Turbine	Emissions	 133	 505	 1,493	 104	 200	 200	
On‐Road	Mobile	Exhaust	 2	 151	 20	 <1	 <1	 <1	
Off‐Road	Equipment	Exhaust	 4	 ‐130	 197	 1	 ‐19	 ‐19	
Fugitive	Dust	Emissions	 —	 — — — ‐293	 ‐22	

Subtotal	 506		 526		 1738		 105		 (112)	 160		
No	Action	Subtotala	 5	 173	 42	 1	 3	 2	
Net	Total	Emissionsb	 501		 353		 1696		 104		 (115)	 158		
Significance	Thresholds	 137	 250	 550	 250	 100	 55	
Amount	Over/(Under)	 364		 103		 1146		 (146)	 (215)	 103		
   

Source:  Sycamore Landfill Master Development Plan Revised Final EIR, August 2012 
a  See discussion of emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
b  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the alternative minus the emissions from 

the No Federal Action Alternative. 

	

Deshecha	and	El	Sobrante.	 	As	a	result,	this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	waste	
hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	compared	to	current	waste	hauling	practices.	 	Furthermore,	the	Prima	
Deshecha	 Landfill	 does	 not	 anticipate	 extending	 agreements	 to	 accept	 out‐of‐County	 waste	 beyond	 2016	
while	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	is	to	remain	operational.		When	Prima	Deshecha	ceases	to	accept	waste,	waste	
from	North	 San	Diego	County	would	 continue	 to	 be	 transported	 to	 the	El	 Sobrante	 Landfill	 under	 the	No	
Action	scenario.		This	alternative	would	redirect	waste	that	would	be	transported	to	the	El	Sobrante	Landfill	
to	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill.	 	As	a	result,	this	alternative	would	be	expected	to	reduce	emissions	from	
waste	hauling	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	compared	to	future	No	Action	conditions.		Therefore,	no	adverse	
effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	relative	to	waste	haul	trips.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features	 that	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	
Alternative,	 this	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 regarding	 PM,	 CO,	 VOC,	 and	 NOX	
during	normal	operations	and	no	additional	mitigation	measures	are	available	to	reduce	impacts	below	the	
criterion	level.			

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	
cumulatively	considerable	net	increase	of	any	criteria	pollutant	for	which	the	region	is	in	non‐attainment	under	
an	applicable	federal	or	state	ambient	air	quality	standard	(PM10,	PM2.5,	or	exceed	quantitative	thresholds	for	O3	
precursors,	NOX	and	VOCs).	
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Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AIR‐3:		The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	result	in	
an	 increase	 of	 any	 criteria	 pollutant	 for	 which	 the	 region	 is	 in	 non‐attainment.	 	 However,	
implementation	of	this	alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	emissions	of	NOX	from	normal	
operations.	 	 Implementation	of	 this	alternative	would	reduce	emissions	 from	waste	hauling	 trucks	
within	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	and	would	thus	not	exceed	the	SCAQMD	trigger	levels.		Therefore,	no	
adverse	effects	would	occur	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	

As	 discussed	 above,	 normal	 operation	 of	 this	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 adverse	 effects	 to	 air	 quality.		
Dispersion	modeling	was	used	to	estimate	off‐site	ambient	concentrations	of	operational	criteria	pollutants	
and	toxic	air	pollutants,	in	order	to	determine	if	the	alternative	would	adversely	affect	the	local	air	quality.		
An	AQIA	is	required	for	VOC,	PM2.5,	NOX,	and	CO	because	they	exceed	the	City	screening	thresholds	(PM10	was	
also	 included	 in	 the	 AQIA).	 	 To	 evaluate	 the	 potential	 for	 substantial	 pollutant	 concentrations,	 the	
incremental	 criteria	 pollutant	 concentrations	 were	 estimated	 and	 added	 to	 monitored	 background	
concentrations,	for	comparison	with	the	NAAQS	and	CAAQS.			

As	previously	discussed,	 this	alternative	would	reduce	emissions	 in	 the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.	 	As	a	result	
this	alternative	would	result	in	no	adverse	effects	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin.		

Dispersion Modeling Analysis 

As	shown	in	Table	4.3‐77,	Criteria	Pollutant	Modeling	Results	Maximum	Modeled	Concentrations,	incremental	
emission	concentrations	from	all	sources	are	estimated	to	be	in	excess	of	the	1‐hour	NO2	NAAQS.		All	other	
pollutant	 concentrations	 are	 estimated	 to	 be	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	 CAAQS	 and	 NAAQS.	 	 As	 a	 result,	
dispersion	 modeling	 indicates	 that	 modeled	 ambient	 NO2	 concentration	 at	 the	 closest	 current	 residents,	
future	residents,	and	nearest	sensitive	receptor	would	exceed	the	allowable	one‐hour	NO2	NAAQS	standards.		
This	is	considered	an	unavoidable	adverse	effect.	

The	alternative	would	expose	sensitive	receptors	to	ambient	one‐hour	NO2	concentrations	from	all	sources,	
in	 excess	 of	 the	 one‐hour	 NO2	 NAAQS,	 which	 is	 considered	 to	 result	 insignificant	 adverse	 direct	 and	
cumulative	effects.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	incorporated	into	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative,	
this	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 significant	 impacts	 regarding	 NOX	 emissions	 from	 the	 stationary	 sources,	
which	 are	 controlled	 to	 the	 lowest	 feasible	 emission	 rate	 using	 BACT,	 and	 further	 mitigation	 of	 these	
stationary	sources	 is	not	 feasible.	 	The	majority	of	NOX	emissions	result	 from	off‐road	and	on‐road	mobile	
sources	at	the	landfill	site.	 	The	USEPA	and	CARB	have	requirements	for	off‐road	equipment	to	meet	lower	
standards	 for	NOX	emission.	 	Similarly,	 the	USEPA	and	CARB	have	 low	NOX	emission	requirements	 for	on‐
road	heavy	duty	vehicles.	 	Consistent	with	 the	design	 features,	 the	 replacement	of	mobile	equipment	 fleet	
model	years	would	help	reduce	NOX	emissions	as	new	equipment	complies	with	USEPA	and	CARB	standards.		
However,	combined	NOX	emissions	from	the	stationary	and	mobile	sources	would	not	be	reduced	below	the	
stated	thresholds.	



December 2012    4.3  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.3‐175	 	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	expose	sensitive	
receptors	 (including	 but	 not	 limited	 to	 schools,	 hospitals,	 resident	 care	 facilities,	 or	 day‐care	 centers)	 to	
substantial	pollutant	concentrations.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AIR‐4:	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	expose	
sensitive	receptors	to	substantial	pollutant	concentrations	because	health	risks	would	not	exceed	the	
SDAPCD	thresholds.		Therefore,	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.	

Operations	under	this	alternative	would	result	in	additional	emissions	of	both	criteria	pollutants	and	TACs.		
A	HRA	was	 conducted	by	ENVIRON	 to	evaluate	 the	potential	 incremental	 health	 risks	 associated	with	 the	
increase	 in	 emissions	 from	 landfill	 operations	 based	 on	 the	 landfill	 MDP.	 	 The	 HRA	 was	 conducted	 in	
accordance	 with	 Cal/EPA’s	 OEHHA	 Air	 Toxics	 Hot	 Spots	 Program	 Risk	 Assessment	 Guidelines	 and	 is	
consistent	with	risk	assessment	guidance	documents	by	USEPA	and	CalEPA,	Department	of	Toxic	Substances	
Control	(DTSC).		The	overall	objective	of	the	HRA	was	to	evaluate	the	potential	for	adverse	health	impacts	to	
occur	at	sensitive	receptors	near	 the	 facility	due	 to	exposure	 to	 the	 increase	 in	operational	emissions	that	
would	result	from	the	implementation	of	the	alternative	over	the	lifespan	of	the	landfill.		The	HRA	takes	into	
account	 the	 following	emissions	sources:	 	surface	 landfill	gas,	 turbines,	 flares,	and	diesel	exhaust	 from	on‐
road	vehicles	and	off‐road	equipment.	

The	closest	sensitive	receptors	to	the	alternative	are	the	West	Hill	High	and	Carlton	Oaks	Elementary	Schools	
southeast	of	the	site,	roughly	one	mile	from	the	Sycamore	Landfill	facility	boundary.		These	two	schools	are	
classified	as	 the	 “maximally	 exposed	 individual	 sensitive	 receptor”	 (MEISR)	 for	purposes	of	health	 impact	
modeling.	 	 There	 are	 existing	 homes	 within	 one	 mile	 east	 of	 the	 facility,	 and	 future	 residential	 housing	
development	at	Castlerock	southeast	of	the	facility	in	the	hills	opposite	of	West	Hills	High	School.		These	two	
residential	 areas	 are	 classified	 as	 the	 “maximally	 exposed	 individual	 current	 resident”	 (MEICR)	 and	

Table 4.3‐77
 

Criteria Pollutant Modeling Results 
Maximum Modeled Concentrations 

	

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time  Unit 
Current 
Resident 

Future 
Resident 

Sensitive 
Receptor  CAAQS  NAAQS 

Standard 
Exceeded? 

PM10	 24	hour	 µg/m3	 0	 0.0	 0	 50	 150	 No	
	 Annual	 µg/m3	 (‐0.88)	 (‐0.51)	 (‐0.68)	 20	 N/A	 No	

PM2.5	 24	hour	 µg/m3	 0.18	 0.7	 0.12	 N/A	 35	 No	
	 Annual	 µg/m3	 0.16	 0.50	 0.085	 12	 15	 No	

CO	 1	hour	 µg/m3	 185.4	 203.4	 158.7	 23,000	 40,000	 No	
	 8	hour	 µg/m3	 41.9	 56.7	 38.5	 10,000	 10,00	 No	

NO2	 1	hour	 µg/m3	 281.3	 308.4	 240.8	 339	 188	 Yes	
	 Annual	 µg/m3	 4.8	 7.8	 4.3	 57	 100	 No	

SO2	 1	hour	 µg/m3	 2.2	 11.0	 1.5	 655	 196	 No	
	 3	hour	 µg/m3	 0.93	 6.2	 0.64	 N/A	 1,300	 No	
	 24	hour	 µg/m3	 0.25	 0.8	 0.20	 105	 N/A	 No	

   

Source:  Sycamore Landfill Master Development Plan Revised Final EIR, August 2012 
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“maximally	exposed	individual	future	resident”	(MEIFR).		There	are	several	other	existing	homes	within	one	
mile	east	of	the	facility,	but	they	are	all	much	farther	away	than	the	receptor	point	with	the	highest	modeled	
concentration	(MEIR).	 	Therefore,	 the	health	 impacts	 for	these	other,	more	distant,	homes	would	be	 lower	
than	those	presented	in	the	analysis	for	the	MEIR.		APCD	also	requires	a	health	risk	analysis	on	the	off‐site	
worker	 locations.	 	The	closest	off‐site	worker	 (i.e.,	 teachers/custodians)	 receptors	are	 located	at	 the	West	
Hill	High	 and	 Carlton	Oaks	 Elementary	 Schools	 southeast	 of	 the	 project	 site.	 	 These	 off‐site	 receptors	 are	
classified	as	the	“maximally	exposed	individual	worker”	(MEIW).		The	AERMOD	dispersion	model	was	used	
to	 forecast	 maximum‐daily	 and	 annual‐average	 pollutant	 concentrations	 at	 all	 the	 MEI	 receptors.	 	 The	
averaging	periods	considered	for	each	TAC	are	a	function	of	its	toxicity.		For	carcinogens,	the	lifetime	average	
annual	concentrations	(i.e.,	70	years	for	MEICR	and	MEIFR,	40	years	for	MEIW,	and	9	years	for	MEIS)	were	
calculated.	 	 Annual	 average	 concentrations	 of	 compounds	 with	 potential	 chronic	 toxicity	 and	 one‐hour	
average	concentrations	of	compounds	with	potential	acute	toxicity	were	also	estimated.	

Using	 modeled	 air	 concentrations	 and	 compound‐specific	 emission	 rates	 determined	 for	 each	 source,	
downwind	air	concentrations	were	predicted	for	current	and	future	residents,	and	sensitive	receptors	that	
may	 be	 exposed	 to	 the	 increased	 emissions	 that	 may	 result	 from	 the	 alternative.	 	 Default	 exposure	
assumptions	were	 then	applied	 to	determine	 incremental	 risks	over	existing	conditions.	 	Cancer	risks	and	
acute	 and	 chronic	 non‐cancer	 hazard	 quotients	 (HQs)	 were	 estimated,	 and	 the	 compound	 and	 source	
contributing	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 risks	 for	 the	 maximum	 exposed	 individual	 receptors	 were	 identified.		
Incremental	cancer	risks	and	non‐cancer	HQs	were	then	compared	to	the	cancer	risk	management	threshold	
of	ten	in	a	million	(1	x	10‐5)	and	the	non‐cancer	benchmark	of	1.0,	respectively.	 	Table	4.3‐78,	Health	Risk	
Results,	presents	the	comparison	of	incremental	health	risks	in	respect	to	the	criteria.	

Table 4.3‐78
 

Health Risk Results 
 

Exposure Duration  Receptor  Cancer Risk 

Chronic 
Non‐cancer Hazard 

Index 

Acute 
Non‐cancer Hazard 

Index 

70	Years	
MEISR,	Adult	 4E‐06	 0.02	 0.16	
MEICR,	Adult	 5E‐06	 0.02	 0.19	
MEIFR,	Adult	 6E‐06	 0.03	 0.21	

40	Years	 MEIW	 1E‐06	 0.02	 0.16	

9	Years	

MEISR,	Adult	 2E‐06	 0.02	 0.16	
MEISR,	Child	 2E‐06	 0.02	 0.16	
MEICR,	Adult	 2E‐06	 0.02	 0.19	
MEISR,	Child	 3E‐06	 0.02	 0.19	
MEISR,	Adult	 3E‐06	 0.03	 0.21	
MEISR,	Child	 4E‐06	 0.03	 0.21	

Criteria	 10E‐06	 1.0	 1.0	
Exceedances?	 No	 No	 No	

   

MEICR = maximally exposed individual current resident; MEIFR = maximally exposed individual future resident; 
MEISR = maximally exposed individual sensitive receptor; MEIW = maximally exposed individual worker 
 
Source:  Sycamore Landfill Master Development Plan Revised Final EIR, August 2012 
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Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	incorporated	into	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative,	
this	 alternative	would	not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 regarding	 exposure	 to	 substantial	 pollutant	
concentrations	to	sensitive	receptors.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 if	 the	 alternative	 would	 create	
objectionable	odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	people.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AIR‐5:	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	include	the	
use	of	daily	 landfill	cover	and	a	gas	collection	system.	 	Therefore,	 the	alternative	would	not	create	
odors	affecting	a	substantial	number	of	persons	and	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.	

Landfill Expansion, Supporting Facilities, and Ancillary Activities 

The	 landfill	 operator	would	 continue	 to	 implement	 an	 odor	management	 plan	 to	 prevent	 odor	 problems	
around	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 (refer	 to	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 Master	 Development	 Plan	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	
(August	2012),	Appendix	I2).	 	Specifically,	a	minimum	of	six	inches	of	soil	or	an	ADC	is	used	as	daily	cover	
over	the	solid	waste.	In	addition,	landfill	personnel	seal	fissures	in	cover	soil	and	immediately	cover	noxious	
waste	to	minimize	the	emission	of	odors.		It	is	standard	practice	at	the	landfill	that	if	a	highly	odorous	load	of	
waste	is	received,	a	hole	of	the	appropriate	size	is	dug	at	the	active	disposal	area	and	the	load	is	buried	and	
covered	as	soon	as	possible,	but	in	any	event	no	later	than	24	hours	after	disposal.		Odors	would	continue	to	
be	 controlled	 using	 the	 gas	 collection	 system	which	 is	 proposed	 for	 expansion	 as	 part	 of	 the	 alternative.		
Collectively,	 the	 existing	 procedures	 would	 eliminate	 most	 of	 the	 odoriferous	 waste	 gas	 release	 into	 the	
atmosphere.	The	gas	collection	system	would	consist	of	a	series	of	collection	wells	interconnected	by	pipes	
and	connected	to	turbines	and	flares.		A	slight	vacuum	would	be	placed	on	the	piping	system,	which	would	
draw	landfill	gas	out	of	the	decomposing	solid	waste	and	into	the	piping	system.		The	collected	gas	would	be	
used	as	fuels	for	the	turbines	and	residual	gas	would	be	burned,	and	the	odors	destroyed	in	the	combustion	
process.	 	 The	 gas	 collection	 system	 would	 be	 expanded	 as	 the	 landfill	 is	 developed	 to	 provide	 ongoing	
control	 within	 the	 performance	 criteria	 established	 and	mandated	 by	 the	 SDAPCD	 and	 state	 and	 federal	
regulations.		Additionally,	the	effect	of	odors	caused	by	the	landfill	operations	would	continue	to	be	limited	
by	 the	 distance	 of	 landfill	 operations	 from	 surrounding	 residences	 (over	 0.7	 mile	 distance)	 and	 other	
sensitive	receptors.	

The	concentration	of	hydrogen	sulfide	would	exceed	the	American	Industrial	Hygiene	Association	and	City’s	
significance	 determination	 threshold	 at	 a	 point	 on	 the	 property	 line	 of	 the	 landfill.	 	 However,	 the	 odor	
concentration	would	decrease	as	the	odor	emissions	are	dispersed	downwind	further	from	the	property	line.		
The	concentration	would	not	exceed	the	City	Public	Utilities	Department’s	five	odor	unit	level	(0.005	ppm)	
and	 no	 sensitive	 receptors	 exist	 or	 are	 planned	 to	 be	 located	 along	 the	 property	 line.	 	 Landfill	 gas	 odor	
detection	thresholds	would	not	be	exceeded	at	West	Hills	High	School,	at	the	nearest	current	resident,	or	at	
the	proposed	Castlerock	housing	development.	

In	addition	to	odor	control	procedures	in	the	odor	management	plan,	the	landfill	operator	would	meet	with	
the	public	 to	obtain	 input	on	odor	control	measures.	 	The	 final	decision	 to	approve	 the	odor	management	
plan	 or	 require	 revisions	 to	 incorporate	 public	 comments	 would	 be	 made	 by	 the	 City	 Director	 of	 the	
Development	Services	Department	(DSD),	or	designee,	and	local	enforcement	agency.		The	landfill	operator	
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would	again	meet	with	public	representatives	to	discuss	the	effectiveness	of	the	odor	management	plan	and	
to	solicit	community	input	on	any	recommended	changes	to	the	OMP	within	12	months	of	the	plans	effective	
date,	 and	 a	minimum	of	 once	 in	 every	 12‐month	 period	 thereafter.	 	 Reports	 on	 these	meetings	would	 be	
provided	to	the	City	for	the	life	of	the	project.	

In	addition	to	the	above‐scheduled	activities,	if	complaints	are	received,	qualified	staff	would	be	immediately	
deployed	 to	 identify	 the	 source	 of	 odor	 and	 determine	 if	 that	 source	 can	 be	 feasibly	 and	 economically	
mitigated.	 	The	landfill	operator	would	implement	feasible	best	 industry	management	practices	to	address	
such	 odor	 sources	 and	 advise	 the	 complaining	 party	 in	 writing	 of	 the	 result	 of	 this	 investigation	 and	
determination.	 	Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	odor	effect	would	result	 from	landfill	gas	emissions	from	
the	landfill	surface.	

Transmission Line Relocation 

Limited	 odors	 would	 be	 produced	 during	 construction	 activities.	 	 Due	 to	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 project,	 no	
operational	 odor	 is	 expected	 to	 result	 from	 the	 relocated	 transmission	 lines.	 	 Therefore,	 no	 significant	
adverse	effect	would	result.	

The	alternative	would	not	add	any	new	odor	sources,	nor	would	it	move	any	existing	odor	sources	closer	to	
receptors.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effect	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	design	features	incorporated	into	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative,	
this	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	odors.		No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.	

Criterion:	 	The	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	the	alternative	would	create	potential	
visibility	impacts	to	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	Area.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	AIR‐6:	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	create	
visibility	impacts	to	nearby	Class	I	Wilderness	Areas.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	
occur.	

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	is	located	further	from	the	Agua	Tibia	Wilderness	Area	as	
compared	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		Therefore,	based	on	the	results	of	the	VISCREEN	analysis	
conducted	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	
result	in	visibility	impacts	and	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	Alternative	would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 visibility	 effects.	 	 No	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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Greenhouse Gases 

A	GHG	emission	inventory	for	the	baseline	scenario	for	the	existing	landfill	was	calculated	by	ENVIRON	using	
the	 USEPA’s	 LandGEM	 computer	 model.	 	 Landfill	 gas	 generation	 rates	 were	 based	 on	 historical	 waste	
placement	data,	and	assume	no	additional	waste	placement	after	2011.		This	model	estimates	the	quantity	of	
gas	 in	 standard	 cubic	 feet	 per	 minute	 (scfm)	 generated	 as	 a	 function	 of	 the	 average	 waste	 composition,	
amount	 of	 waste	 placed	 in	 the	 landfill,	 age	 of	 the	 waste,	 and	 other	 variables	 that	 affect	 the	 amount	 and	
composition	 of	 gas	 generated.	 	 This	 analysis	 predicts	 that	 the	 maximum	 landfill	 gas	 generation	 rate	 for	
existing	2011	levels	of	waste	in	the	landfill	would	peak	in	2012,	with	an	average	landfill	gas	generation	rate	
of	3,710	scfm.	

Table	4.3‐79,	Existing	Annual	GHG	Emissions,	summarizes	the	landfill	gas	and	facility	total	emissions	of	CH4,	
CO2,	and	CFC‐12.		In	addition,	Table	4.3‐79	also	summarizes	the	GHG	emissions	associated	with	LFG,	off‐road	
equipment,	 on‐road	 vehicles,	 electricity	 usage,	 and	 water	 consumption,	 along	 with	 the	 total	 facility	
emissions.	

Table 4.3‐79
 

Existing Annual GHG Emissions 
	

Emission Sources  MTCO2e 

Landfill	Gas	 133,400	
On‐Road	Mobile	Exhaust	 7,161	
Off‐Road	Equipment	Exhaust	 5,044	
Electricity	Emissions	 101	
Water	Emissions	 96	
Totals	 145,802	
   

Source:  Sycamore  Landfill  Master  Development  Plan  Revised  EIR,  Appendix  J,  Greenhouse  Gas 
Analysis, May 2012 

	

Landfill Expansion, Support Facilities, and Ancillary Activities 

The	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 both	 construction	 and	 operational	 GHG	 impacts.	 	 Construction	 impacts	
include	 short‐term	 emissions	 associated	 with	 the	 construction	 of	 the	 alternative.	 	 Operational	 impacts	
include	long‐term	emissions	associated	with	the	LFG,	off‐road	equipment,	on‐road	vehicles,	and	water	and	
energy	consumption.		A	GHG	emissions	inventory	and	landfill	capacity	for	the	facility	based	on	the	following	
assumptions:	

 Increased	waste	acceptance	rates:	5,000	to	11,450	tons/day	municipal	waste	(depending	on	year);	

 Addition	of	C&D	waste	handling	activities;	

 Addition	of	biosolids	waste	acceptance;	

 Increase	in	green	waste	acceptance	rate;	

 360	days	of	operation	per	year;	
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 Years	2012	through	2100;	and	

 Desired	entitlement	landfill	capacity	at	1,050	feet	AMSL.	

Construction GHG Emissions 

The	alternative	would	result	 in	GHG	emissions	associated	with	construction	of	a	new	administrative	office	
facilities,	 a	 new	 maintenance	 facility,	 and	 a	 new	 scale	 facility	 as	 well	 as	 transmission	 line	 relocation.		
Construction	 activities	 include	 site	 preparation	 (including	 removal	 of	 existing	 structures,	 if	 necessary),	
earthwork	activities,	construction	of	 foundations	and	structures,	and	finishing	work.	 	Heavy	equipment	for	
earthmoving,	delivery	of	materials,	and	construction	all	 emit	GHGs.	 	Each	of	 these	construction	projects	 is	
assumed	 to	 have	 a	 duration	 of	 six	 months.	 	 Construction	 would	 generate	 total	 GHG	 emissions	 of	
approximately	3,700	MTCO2e.	 	For	the	construction	emissions,	the	interim	City	guidance	recommends	that	
the	emissions	be	amortized	over	30	years	and	added	to	operational	emissions.		Amortized	over	30	years,	the	
proposed	construction	activities	would	contribute	123	metric	tons	per	year	of	CO2	emissions.	

Operational GHG Emissions 

ENVIRON	 prepared	 an	 analysis	 of	 incremental	 operational	 GHG	 emissions	 that	 would	 result	 from	 the	
alternative.	The	analysis	includes	the	incremental	GHG	emissions,	calculated	as	the	maximum	GHG	emissions	
of	 any	 year	 from	 the	 proposed	 alternative	 minus	 the	 maximum	 emissions	 for	 the	 baseline	 (existing	
conditions)	 scenario.	 	 For	 each	 scenario,	 the	 maximum	 annual	 emissions	 would	 occur	 when	 the	 landfill	
would	reach	capacity:		assumed	to	be	2042	for	the	proposed	scenario,	and	2011	for	the	baseline	(currently	
permitted)	 scenario.	 	 The	 analysis	 compared	 the	 GHG	 emissions	 based	 on	 current	 landfill	 permits	 and	
capacity	 to	 the	proposed	of	 the	proposed	alternative,	which	would	 increase	waste	 acceptance	 and	 landfill	
capacity.	

ENVIRON	estimated	annual	GHG	emissions	generated	by	on‐site	equipment	for	each	year	of	active	landfilling	
operations,	as	well	as	on‐road	tailpipe	emissions	generated	by	refuse	delivery	trucks	traveling	to	and	from	
the	 landfill.	 	 ENVIRON	 also	 estimated	 the	GHG	 emissions	 generated	 by	 long‐term	LFG	 emissions	 and	 LFG	
flare	 and	 turbine	 emissions	 occurring	 during	 the	 post‐closure	 period	 after	 the	 landfill	 reaches	 its	 design	
capacity.		Table	4.3‐80,	Maximum	Annual	GHG	Emissions,	summarizes	the	annual	GHG	emissions	for	the	2011	
existing	condition	and	for	the	year	2042,	 just	prior	to	landfill	closure,	when	annual	waste	acceptance	rates	
would	be	highest.	 	The	emission	rates	are	expressed	as	the	metric	tons	per	year	of	 individual	constituents	
(CO2,	methane,	and	refrigerant	[CFC‐12]),	as	well	as	CO2e	to	account	for	the	variation	in	the	global	warming	
potential	 for	 the	 individual	 GHG	 constituents.	 	 Some	 of	 the	 emission	 categories	 are	 considered	 direct	
emissions:		fugitive	LFG	and	emissions	from	the	LFG	flare	and	turbines,	and	tailpipe	emissions	from	on‐site	
equipment.	 	 Other	 GHG	 sources	 are	 considered	 to	 be	 indirect	 emissions:	 tailpipe	 emissions	 from	 on‐road	
refuse	 trucks	 traveling	 within	 San	 Diego	 County,	 off‐site	 emissions	 from	 fossil‐fueled	 power	 plants	 from	
which	the	facility	purchases	its	electricity,	and	energy	related	to	on‐site	water	use.		As	listed	in	Table	4.3‐80,	
the	 sum	 of	 direct	 plus	 indirect	 GHG	 emissions	 for	 the	 full	 buildout	 year	 (2042)	 would	 be	 higher	 than	
emissions	 for	 the	 currently	 permitted	 existing	 condition	 (2011).	 	 However,	 as	 described	 below,	 these	
increased	direct	and	 indirect	emissions	would	be	more	 than	offset	by	 increased	 improvements	 in	 the	LFG	
collection	and	disposal	system	that	would	occur	with	the	expanded	landfill.	
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Table 4.3‐80
 

Maximum Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) 
	

Source 

Initial 
Construction 

Year 

Initial 
Operational 

Year 

Near‐Term 
Operational 

Year 

Interim 
Operational 

Year 

Future 
Interim 

Operational 
Year 

Final 
Operational 

Year 
Closing 
Year 

Sycamore	Canyon	Alternative	(Incremental	Increase	Over	Existing)
Landfill	Operations	 3,700	 4,333 7,569 9,954 15,205	 15,205	 ‐4,551
On‐Road	Trucks	 —	 3,759 6,914 9,655 13,745	 13,745	 ‐7,137
Energy	 —	 6	 50 182 402 435	 424
Water	 —	 147 147 147 147 147	 147
Landfill	Gasa	 —	 — 418,017 418,017 418,017	 418,017 418,017
Subtotal	 3,700	 8,245 432,697 437,955 447,516	 447,549 406,900

	 	 	 	
No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
Subtotalb	 —	 — 15,702 434,602 434,439	 434,439 434,439
	 	 	 	
Net	Total	Emissionsc	 3,700	 8,245 416,995 3,353 13,071		 13,110	 ‐27,539
   

a  For comparison purposes, the landfill gas emissions, which includes flaring emissions, are not based on the calculations provided in the 
Sycamore  Canyon  Revised  EIR  (2012).    The  GHG  emissions  are  calculated  using  CalEEMod,  based  on  1 million  tons  per  year  of 
municipal solid waste.   Landfill gas GHG emissions are  included as part of the baseline (No Action) scenario because they would be 
generated regardless of where the waste was deposited.   For comparison purposes,  landfill gas GHG emissions are  included for the 
years in which the build alternatives would be in operation and are assumed to occur in the year after the waste is deposited. 

b  See discussion of greenhouse gas emissions for the No Federal Action Alternative in subsection 4.3.4.3. 
c  The net total represents the incremental emissions, which is calculated as the emissions from the alternative minus the emissions from 

the No Federal Action Alternative. 
 
Source:    Sycamore  Landfill  Master  Development  Plan  Revised  EIR,  Appendix  J,  Greenhouse  Gas  Analysis,  May  2012;  PCR  Services 

Corporation, 2012
 

	

4.3.10  GENERAL CONFORMITY DETERMINATION 

Under	section	176(c)(1)	of	the	federal	CAA,	federal	agencies	that	“engage	in,	support	in	any	way	or	provide	
financial	assistance	for,	license	or	permit,	or	approve	any	activity”93	must	demonstrate	that	such	actions	do	
not	interfere	with	state	and	local	plans	to	bring	an	area	into	attainment	with	the	NAAQS.		San	Diego	County	is	
designated	non‐attainment	for	the	federal	8‐hour	ozone	NAAQS	and	attainment‐maintenance	for	the	federal	
CO	 standards.	 	 The	 program	 by	which	 a	 federal	 agency	 determines	 that	 its	 action	would	 not	 obstruct	 or	
conflict	with	air	quality	attainment	plans	is	called	"General	Conformity.”		The	implementing	regulations	for	
General	Conformity	are	found	in	40	CFR	93(B).94			

Under	the	General	Conformity	regulations,	both	the	direct	and	indirect	emissions	associated	with	a	federal	
action	must	be	evaluated.		Direct	emissions	are	defined	as:			
																																																													
93		 42 USC 7506(c). 
94		 General conformity regulations were amended effective July 6, 2010. (75 FR 17254 (April 5, 2010)).	
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Those	 emissions	 of	 a	 criteria	 pollutant	 or	 its	 precursors	 that	 are	 caused	 or	 initiated	 by	 the	
federal	action	and	originate	 in	a	nonattainment	or	maintenance	area	and	occur	at	 the	 same	
time	and	place	as	the	action	and	are	reasonably	foreseeable.95			

Indirect	emissions	are	defined	as:			

Those	emissions	of	a	criteria	pollutant	or	its	precursors:			

1.	That	are	caused	or	initiated	by	the	federal	action	and	originate	in	the	same	nonattainment	or	
maintenance	area,	but	occur	at	a	different	time	or	place	as	the	action;		

2.	That	are	reasonably	foreseeable;		

3.	That	the	agency	can	practically	control;	and		

4.	For	which	the	agency	has	continuing	program	responsibility.96			

For	purposes	of	this	definition,	even	if	a	federal	licensing,	rulemaking,	or	other	approving	action	is	a	required	
initial	 step	 for	 a	 subsequent	 activity	 that	 causes	 emissions,	 such	 initial	 steps	 do	 not	mean	 that	 a	 federal	
agency	can	practically	control	any	resulting	emissions.97	

When	 describing	 the	 2010	 revisions	 to	 the	 definition	 of	 indirect	 emissions,	 USEPA	 offered	 the	 following	
explanation:			

EPA	 is	 revising	 the	 definition	 for	 indirect	 emissions	 to	 clarify	 that	 only	 indirect	 emissions	
originating	 in	a	nonattainment	or	maintenance	area	need	to	be	analyzed	 for	conformity	with	
the	applicable	SIP.	 	 In	addition,	EPA	 is	revising	 the	definition	of	“indirect	emissions”	 to	clarify	
what	is	meant	by	“the	agency	can	practically	control”	and	“for	which	the	agency	has	continuing	
program	responsibility.”			

This	clarification	represents	USEPA's	long	standing	position	that	Congress	did	not	intend	for	conformity	to	
apply	 to	 “cases	 where	 although	 licensing	 or	 approving	 action	 is	 a	 required	 initial	 step	 for	 a	 subsequent	
activity	that	causes	emissions,	the	agency	has	no	control	over	that	subsequent	activity,	either	because	there	
is	no	continuing	program	responsibility	or	ability	to	practically	control.”98	

The	2010	revisions	 to	 the	definition	of	 "indirect	 emissions"	 are	 consistent	with	 the	preamble	 to	 the	1993	
General	Conformity	Rule,	which	explicitly	defined	and	limited	the	responsibilities	of	the	USACE	with	regard	
to	non‐federal	activities	needing	USACE	permit	authorization.		In	essence,	the	USACE	is	not	legally	required	
to	document,	analyze,	and	seek	mitigation	measures	for	any	indirect	emissions	of	actions	requiring	USACE	
permit	 authorization,	 since	 it	 would	 not	 be	 practicable	 for	 the	 USACE	 to	 control	 such	 emissions;	 and,	

																																																													
95		 40 CFR 93.152 (as revised April 5, 2010, effective July 6, 2010; 75 FR 17273).	
96		 40 CFR 93.152 (as revised April 5, 2010, effective July 6, 2010; 75 FR 17273).	
97		 40 CFR 93.152 (as revised April 5, 2010, effective July 6, 2010; 75 FR 17273).	
98		 75 FR 17260 (April 5, 2010). 	
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frequently,	 the	USACE	would	not	have	a	continuing	program	responsibility	 to	maintain	control	over	 them.		
As	explained	in	the	1993	preamble:			

The	EPA	does	not	believe	that	 it	 is	reasonable	to	conclude	that	a	 federal	agency	 ‘supports’	an	
activity	 by	 third	 persons	 over	 whom	 the	 agency	 has	 no	 practicable	 control	 –	 or	 'supports'	
emissions	over	which	the	agency	has	no	practicable	control	–	based	on	the	mere	fact	that,	if	one	
inspects	 the	 ‘causal’	 chain	 of	 events,	 the	 activity	 or	 emissions	 can	 be	 described	 as	 being	 a	
'reasonably	foreseeable'	result	of	the	agency's	actions.99	

USEPA	explained	in	the	1993	preamble	that	“the	person’s	(i.e.,	permit	applicant's)	activities	that	fall	outside	
of	the	federal	agency's	continuing	program	responsibility	to	control	are	subject	to	control	by	state	and	local	
agencies.”100		Therefore,	the	USACE	does	not	have	a	continuing	program	responsibility	to	measure,	monitor,	
control,	 or	mitigate	 for	 air	 emissions	 that	may	 result	 from	 the	 construction	 or	 operation	 of	 a	 non‐USACE	
facility,	even	though	some	part,	portion,	or	phase	of	that	facility	requires	a	permit	from	the	USACE.	 	Under	
the	 CAA,	 the	 state	 and	 local	 clean	 air	 agencies	 have	 full	 responsibility	 and	 authority	 to	 address	 those	
emissions,	and	to	prevent	or	condition	the	construction	of	the	non‐federal	facility	as	necessary	to	deal	with	
those	air	emissions.			

The	preamble	 to	 the	1993	General	Conformity	Rule	provided	an	explicit	 example	 that	defines	 the	USACE'	
responsibility	 and	 shows	 a	 close	 relationship	 between	 the	 definition	 of	 federal	 action	 and	 the	 restrictive	
language	from	the	definition	of	indirect	emission	as	follows:			

Assume	for	example,	that	the	USACE	 issues	a	permit	and	that	permitted	fill	activity	represents	
one	phase	of	a	 larger	non‐federal	undertaking;	 i.e.,	 the	construction	of	an	office	building	by	a	
non‐federal	entity.	 	Under	the	conformity	rule,	the	USACE	would	be	responsible	 for	addressing	
all	emissions	from	that	one	phase	of	the	overall	office	development	undertaking	that	the	USACE	
permit;	 i.e.,	 the	 fill	 activity	 at	 the	wetland	 site.	 	 However,	 the	 USACE	 is	 not	 responsible	 for	
evaluating	all	emissions	 from	 later	phases	of	the	overall	office	development	(the	construction,	
operation,	and	use	of	the	office	building	itself),	because	later	phases	generally	are	not	within	the	
USACE	continuing	program	responsibility	and	generally	cannot	be	practicably	controlled	by	the	
USACE.101	

Therefore,	the	approach	taken	in	this	EIS	is	consistent	with	the	USACE’s	guidance	memorandum	regarding	
implementation	of	the	General	Conformity	Rule:			

[T]he	USACE	does	not	have	a	continuing	program	responsibility	to	measure,	monitor,	control,	
or	mitigate	 for	 air	 emissions	 that	may	 result	 from	 the	 construction	 or	 operation	 of	 a	non‐
USACE	 facility	 (such	 as	 a	 shopping	 center,	 factory,	 or	 non‐federal	 port),	 even	 though	 some	
part,	portion,	or	phase	of	that	facility	requires	a	permit	from	the	USACE.	 	Under	the	CAA,	the	
state	and	 local	clean	air	authorities	have	 full	responsibility	and	authority	to	deal	with	those	

																																																													
99		 58 FR 63220 (Nov 30, 1993).	
100		58 FR 63222 (Nov 30, 1993).	
101		58 FR 63227 (Nov 30, 1993).	
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emissions,	and	to	prevent	or	condition	the	construction	of	the	non‐federal	facility	as	necessary	
to	deal	with	those	air	emissions.102	

Since	the	USACE	would	not	be	responsible	for	ongoing	long‐term	operation	and	maintenance	of	the	Gregory	
Canyon	Landfill	(i.e.,	it	would	not	have	continuing	program	responsibility),	neither	directly	through	actions	
nor	 indirectly	 through	 funding,	 General	 Conformity	 would	 not	 apply	 after	 completion	 of	 the	 initial	
construction.		For	purposes	of	General	Conformity	Determination,	direct	emissions,	including	the	initial	and	
periodic	landfill	construction	activities	such	as	relocation	of	the	utility	towers	(power	poles),	work	related	to	
the	Habitat	Enhancement	Plan,	 	as	well	as	construction	of	the	bridge,	which	occur	in	the	waters	of	the	U.S.	
and	are	under	control	of	the	Corps,	will	be	considered	and	analyzed.		Indirect	emissions	which	are	outside	of	
the	Corps’	control	such	as	trash	hauling,	recycled	water	hauling,	or	other	vehicle	trips	for	landfill	operations	
that	occur	later	in	time	and/or	offsite,	will	not	be	included	in	the	General	Conformity	Determination.			

The	General	Conformity	regulations	incorporate	a	stepwise	process,	beginning	with	an	applicability	analysis.		
According	 to	 USEPA	 guidance,103	 before	 any	 approval	 is	 given	 for	 a	 federal	 action	 to	 go	 forward,	 the	
regulating	federal	agency	must	apply	the	applicability	requirements	found	at	40	CFR	93.153(b)	to	the	federal	
action	 to	 evaluate	 whether,	 on	 a	 pollutant‐by‐pollutant	 basis,	 a	 determination	 of	 General	 Conformity	 is	
required.	 	The	guidance	 states	 that	 the	applicability	analysis	 can	be	 (but	 is	not	 required	 to	be)	completed	
concurrently	 with	 the	 NEPA	 analysis.	 	 If	 the	 regulating	 federal	 agency	 determines	 that	 the	 General	
Conformity	regulations	do	not	apply	to	the	federal	action,	no	further	analysis	or	documentation	is	required.		
If	the	General	Conformity	regulations	do	apply	to	the	federal	action,	the	regulating	federal	agency	must	next	
conduct	 a	 conformity	 evaluation	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 criteria	 and	 procedures	 in	 the	 implementing	
regulations,	publish	a	draft	determination	of	General	Conformity	for	public	review,	and	then	publish	the	final	
determination	of	General	Conformity.	

A	 conformity	 determination	 is	 required	 for	 each	 criteria	 pollutant	 or	 precursor	where	 the	 total	 of	 direct	
emissions	of	the	criteria	pollutant	or	precursor	in	a	federal	non‐attainment	or	maintenance	area	would	equal	
or	 exceed	 specified	 annual	 emission	 rates,	 referred	 to	 as	 “de	 minimis”	 thresholds.”	 	 These	 de	 minimis	
thresholds	 are	provided	 in	40	CFR	93.153(b)(1)	 and	 (2).	 	 For	 ozone	precursor	 emissions,	 the	de	minimis	
thresholds	depend	on	the	severity	of	 the	non‐attainment	classification.	 	 In	a	serious	ozone	non‐attainment	
area,	 the	 de	 minimis	 thresholds	 are	 50	 tons	 per	 year	 for	 both	 NOX	 and	 VOC.	 	 In	 a	 federal	 moderate	 or	
marginal	ozone	non‐attainment	area,	the	de	minimis	thresholds	are	100	tons	per	year	for	both	NOX	and	VOC.		
In	a	 federal	attainment‐maintenance	area,	 the	de	minimis	 threshold	 is	100	tons	per	year	 for	CO.	 	Effective	
June	 13,	 2012,	 the	 USEPA	 classified	 the	 SDAB	 (excluding	 small	 areas	 in	 the	 southeastern	 portion	 of	 the	
County	that	are	in	attainment)	as	moderate	non‐attainment	for	the	1997	ozone	standard.		Also	in	2012,	the	
USEPA	 designated	 the	 SDAB	 as	marginal	 non‐attainment	 for	 the	 2008	 ozone	 standard.	 	 The	 SDAB	 is	 also	
attainment‐maintenance	 for	 the	 federal	CO	standard.	 	Thus,	based	on	 the	present	attainment	status	of	 the	
SDAB,	a	federal	action	would	conform	to	the	SIP	if	its	annual	emissions	remain	below	100	tons	of	CO,	NOX,	or	
VOCs.			

The	General	Conformity	regulations	require	that	a	General	Conformity	determination	analyze	the	following	
emissions	scenarios:		(1)	the	attainment	year	specified	in	the	SIP,	or	if	the	SIP	does	not	specify	an	attainment	

																																																													
102		U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Memorandum	For	All	Major	Subordinate	Commanders,	and	District	Commanders,	Subject:	USEPA's	

Clean	Air	Act	(CAA)	General	Conformity	Rule,	from	Lester	Edelman,	Chief	Counsel,	USACE	(CECC‐E)	(April	20,	1994).	
103		USEPA	1994.	
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year,	the	latest	attainment	year	possible	under	the	Act;	or	(2)	the	last	year	for	which	emissions	are	projected	
in	the	maintenance	plan;	(3)	the	year	during	which	the	total	of	direct	and	indirect	emissions	from	the	action	
is	expected	to	be	the	greatest	on	an	annual	basis;	and	(4)	any	year	for	which	the	applicable	SIP	specifies	an	
emissions	budget	(40	CFR	93.159(d),	as	amended,	effective	July	6,	2010).			

Since	the	ozone	attainment	year	in	the	SIP	is	passed	and	SDAB	is	awaiting	reclassification,	the	year	during	
which	the	total	of	direct	emissions	from	the	action	on	an	annual	basis	 is	expected	to	be	the	greatest	 is	the	
appropriate	scenario	for	this	analysis.	 	 In	addition,	typical	 federal	guidance	recommends	that	a	conformity	
review	 is	 conducted	 for	 “all	 analyzed	 alternatives	 regardless	 of	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 alternatives.”104	 	 This	
General	 Conformity	 Determination	 is	 therefore	 focused	 on	 emissions	 from	 the	 alternatives	 related	 to	
construction	only	as	 shown	 in	Table	4.3‐81,	General	Conformity	Analysis	–	Summary	of	 Initial	Construction	
Emissions	 and	 Table	 4.3‐82,	 General	 Conformity	 Analysis	 –	 Summary	 of	 Initial	 Construction	 Emissions	 for	
Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative.		Construction	emissions	are	presented	for	peak	activity	years,	which	
are	activities	related	to	the	initial	construction	year,	initial	operational	year	with	simultaneous	construction	
of	Phase	II,	and	the	interim	operational	year	with	the	last	year	of	excavation	for	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B.		
Emissions	 occurring	 during	 other	 years	would	 be	 similar	 or	much	 less	 than	 those	 occurring	 in	 the	 years	
analyzed	for	General	Conformity.		Because	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	involves	an	existing	
landfill,	activities	will	progress	in	a	different	manner	than	for	the	alternatives	which	involve	extensive	initial	
construction.	 	 Therefore,	 only	 the	 maximum	 annual	 emissions	 are	 presented	 for	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	
Expansion	Alternative.		Operational	emissions	were	not	considered	because	the	USACE,	as	explained	above,	
will	only	have	jurisdiction	over	the	construction	aspect	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	not	 its	
operations.		The	emissions	from	off‐road	equipment	are	calculated	based	on	Tier	2	emission	standards.		As	
discussed	previously,	the	construction	contractor	would	ensure	that	the	on‐site	diesel	equipment	fleet	meets	
the	Tier	2	emission	standards.	

It	is	important	to	note	that	the	emissions	presented	for	the	alternatives	are	estimates	based	on	information	
that	is	currently	available.		Future	analysis	that	may	be	conducted	for	the	alternatives	would	have	access	to	
additional	 information,	 more	 detailed	 site	 plans,	 and	 other	 alternative‐	 and	 site‐specific	 data	 that	 are	
unknown	 or	 unavailable	 at	 the	 time	 of	 this	 analysis.	 	 In	 the	 case	 of	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 and	
Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative,	a	conformity	analysis	is	anticipated	to	be	completed	in	the	future.		
These	anticipated	future	analyses	will	be	based	on	project‐specific	information	that	is	currently	unknown	or	
unavailable	and	may	result	in	annual	emissions	that	are	different	than	those	presented	herein.		Nonetheless,	
this	analysis	is	based	upon	information	that	is	reasonably	known	and	available	and,	thus	represents	a	best	
estimate	of	the	emissions.			

Construction	emissions	would	be	generated	from	activities	such	as	construction	of	access	roads,	bridge	and	
ancillary	facilities;	improvements	to	existing	roadways;	cell	development	including	excavation	of	the	initial	
landfill	 cell	 and	 installation	 of	 the	 associated	 liner;	 rock	 crushing	 operations;	 and	 preparation	 of	
borrow/stockpile	areas.		Periodic	construction	would	be	required	to	excavate	and	prepare	the	next	cell	and	
would	 occur	 simultaneously	 with	 landfill	 operations.	 	 During	 periodic	 construction,	 material	 would	 be	
excavated	 from	 the	 footprint	 of	 the	 landfill	 using	 mobile	 equipment	 such	 as	 scrapers	 and	 loaders,	 with	
deeper	deposits	potentially	requiring	some	drilling	and	blasting	to	loosen	the	material.		Rock	crushing	would	
also	occur	during	periodic	construction.		As	previously	discussed,	initial	and	periodic	construction	associated	

																																																													
104		U.S.	Department	 of	Energy,	Clean	Air	Act	General	Conformity	Requirements	and	 the	National	Environmental	Policy	Act	Process,	

(2000)	6.	



4.3  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases    December 2012 

	

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.3‐186	 	

with	the	off‐site	alternatives	would	require	similar	activities,	although	improvements	to	different	roadways	
would	be	required	depending	on	the	location.		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	require	the	construction	of	
an	access	road	from	Rainbow	Glen	Road	to	the	site.		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	require	the	
construction	of	 an	 access	 road	 from	Gopher	Canyon	Road	 to	 the	 site.	 	 The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
would	require	the	construction	of	an	access	road	from	Lawrence	Welk	Drive	to	the	site.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	would	 require	 the	 construction	 of	 an	 access	 road	 from	 Loop	Road	 to	 the	 site.	 	 The	 Sycamore	
Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	require	construction	of	a	new	access	road	because	it	is	an	existing	
landfill.	 	 However,	 improvements	 to	 the	 existing	 SR	 52/Mast	 Boulevard	 interchange	 roadway	 would	 be	
required.	

The	overall	 length	of	 the	construction	period	under	the	other	alternatives	might	be	shorter	or	 longer	than	
the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 However,	 these	 differences	 would	 not	 substantially	 change	 the	
maximum	 annual	 construction	 emissions	 nor	 the	 findings	 of	 this	 conformity	 analysis	 because	 initial	 and	
periodic	 construction	 associated	 with	 the	 off‐site	 alternatives	 would	 require	 similar	 activities	 as	 the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 Although	 improvements	 to	 different	 roadways	 would	 be	 required	
depending	on	the	alternative	location,	roadway	construction	results	in	relatively	minor	emissions	compared	
to	 the	 overall	 construction	 effort	 and	 any	 differences	 in	 emissions	 would	 not	 affect	 the	 outcome	 of	 the	
conformity	analysis.		In	addition,	the	emissions	calculations	incorporate	conservative	assumptions	that	likely	
overestimate	 the	 actual	 emissions	 that	 would	 occur	 from	 construction	 activities.	 	 For	 example,	 pieces	 of	
equipment	 assigned	 to	 initial	 and	 periodic	 construction	 were	 conservatively	 assumed	 to	 operate	
continuously	throughout	the	entire	work	day.		In	reality,	equipment	may	operate	periodically	or	sporadically	
throughout	the	workday.		Therefore,	it	is	expected	that	the	construction	emissions	would	be	largely	similar	
for	 the	 build	 alternatives	 and	 within	 the	 emission	 estimates	 provided	 below.	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	
Expansion	Alternative	may	result	in	different	annual	construction	emissions	because	it	is	an	existing	landfill.		
Annual	 construction	 emissions	 were	 assessed	 in	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	Master	 Development	 Plan	 Revised	
Final	EIR	 (August	 2012).	 	 Therefore,	 for	 the	purposes	 of	 the	 conformity	 analysis,	 the	 annual	 construction	
emissions	for	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	are	presented	separately.	

Annual	emissions	for	all	alternatives	were	compared	to	the	General	Conformity	de	minimis	levels	for	NAAQS	
non‐attainment	areas.		Annual	construction	emissions	of	CO,	VOC,	and	NOX	for	all	alternatives	would	be	well	
below	 applicable	 General	 Conformity	 thresholds	 and	 thus	 in	 conformance	with	 the	 SIPs.	 	 Based	 on	 these	
findings,	the	USACE	has	determined	that	the	federal	action,	as	designed,	would	conform	to	the	approved	SIPs	
for	ozone	and	maintenance	plan.		Additionally,	short‐term	direct	construction	emissions	associated	with	the	
alternative	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	 or	 obstruct	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 long‐term	 air	 quality	
management	plans.		Therefore,	no	further	conformity	analysis	is	required	for	CO,	VOC,	or	NOX	because	their	
emissions	 would	 be	 less	 than	 the	 conformity	 thresholds	 and	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 from	 the	
alternatives	would	occur.	
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Table 4.3‐81
 

General Conformity Analysis – Summary of Construction Emissions (Tons per Year) 
 

Alternative  VOC  NOX  CO 

Initial	Construction	Year	a	

No	Action	 0	 0	 0	

Applicant’s	Proposed	and	Off‐siteb	 10	 78	 51	

Initial	Operational	Year	

No	Action	 0	 0	 0	

Applicant’s	Proposed	and	Off‐siteb	 1	 12	 7	

Interim	Operational	Year	

No	Action	 0	 0	 0	

Applicant’s	Proposed	and	Off‐siteb	 0	 5	 3	

	 	 	 	

de	minimis	Thresholds	 100	 100	 100	

Maximum	Construction	Emissions	 10	 78	 51	

Amount	Over/(Under)	 (90)	 (22)	 (49)	
   

a  The emissions from off‐road equipment are calculated based on Tier 2 emission standards.   The construction 
contractor would ensure that the on‐site diesel equipment fleet is Tier 2 or better. 

b  Refer to Table 4.3‐82 for the Sycamore Canyon Expansion Alternative. 

 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 

Table 4.3‐82
 

General Conformity Analysis – Summary of Construction Emissions for Sycamore Canyon Expansion 
Alternative (Tons per Year) 

 

Alternative  VOC  NOX  CO 

No	Action	 0	 0	 0	

Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	 5	 42	 68	

	 	 	 	

de	minimis	Thresholds	 100	 100	 100	

Maximum	Construction	Emissions	 5	 42	 68	

Amount	Over/(Under)	 (95)	 (58)	 (32)	
   

Source:   Sycamore Landfill Master Development Plan Revised Final EIR, August 2012.   Assumes annual emissions 
from construction activities occur in the same year. 
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4.4  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This	section	provides	an	analysis	of	biological	resources	and	evaluates	the	potential	direct	and	indirect	loss	
of	biological	resources	associated	with	the	alternatives,	including	wetlands,	riparian	habitat,	oak	woodland,	
coastal	sage	scrub,	native	grasslands,	and	non‐native	grasslands	that	support	raptor	foraging.		The	analysis	
also	evaluates	potential	effects	on	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	and	their	habitats,	migratory	birds,	wildlife	
movement,	 and	 disturbance	 to	 watercourses	 that	 serve	 for	 wildlife	 movement.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 analysis	
evaluates	consistency	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	plans.			

The	analysis	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	based	on	the	survey	reports	included	in	Appendix	G	
of	 this	 EIS	 for	 Quino	 checkerspot	 butterfly	 (Euphydryas	 editha	 quino),	 southern	 California	 steelhead	
(Oncorhynchus	mykiss	 irideus),	 arroyo	 toad	 (Anaxyrus	 californicus),	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 (Vireo	 bellii	pusillus),	
southwestern	willow	flycatcher	(Empidonax	californica	californica),	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	(Polioptila	
californica	californica),	and	Stephen’s	kangaroo	rat	(Dipodomys	merriami	parvus).		In	addition,	a	Golden	Eagle	
Territory	 Report,	 prepared	 by	 Wildlife	 Research	 Institute	 for	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 site,	 was	 used	 in	 the	
evaluation	and	is	provided	in	Appendix	G.		Primary	reference	documents	relied	on	in	this	section	include	the	
South	Coast	Missing	Linkages	Study,1	the	San	Diego	County	Multiple	Species	Conservation	Program	(MSCP)	
Draft	 North	 County	 Plan	 (herein	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan),2	 and	 the	 San	 Diego	 County	
General	Plan	and	associated	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	(Final	EIR),	 in	addition	to	the	2010,	2011,	
and	2012	USACE	Approved	Jurisdictional	Determinations	(AJDs)	for	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	(contained	 in	
Appendix	G	of	this	EIS).	

4.4.1  REGULATORY FRAMEWORK  

The	following	provides	an	overview	of	regulations	that	are	applicable	to	the	biological	resources	that	may	be	
present	within	the	alternative	sites.	

4.4.1.1  Federal 

Federal Protection and Classifications 

The	Federal	Endangered	Species	Act	of	1973	(FESA)	defines	an	“endangered”	species	as	“any	species	which	
is	 in	 danger	 of	 extinction	 throughout	 all	 or	 a	 significant	 portion	 of	 its	 range”.	 	 A	 “threatened”	 species	 is	
defined	 as	 “any	 species	 which	 is	 likely	 to	 become	 an	 endangered	 species	 within	 the	 foreseeable	 future	
throughout	all	or	a	significant	portion	of	its	range”.		Under	provisions	of	Section	9(a)(1)(B)	of	the	FESA	it	is	
unlawful	 to	 “take”	 any	 listed	 species.	 	 “Take”	 is	 defined	 in	 Section	 3(18)	 of	 FESA	 as	 to:	 	 “...harass,	 harm,	
pursue,	 hunt,	 shoot,	 wound,	 kill,	 trap,	 capture,	 or	 collect,	 or	 to	 attempt	 to	 engage	 in	 any	 such	 conduct.”		
Further,	 the	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	 (USFWS),	 through	 regulation,	has	 interpreted	 the	 terms	 “harm”	
and	 “harass”	 to	 include	 certain	 types	 of	 habitat	 modification	 as	 forms	 of	 “take”.	 	 These	 interpretations,	
however,	 are	 generally	 considered	 and	 applied	 on	 a	 case‐by‐case	 basis	 and	 often	 vary	 from	 species	 to	

																																																													
1		 South	 Coast	Wildlands.	 2008.	 South	 Coast	Missing	 Linkages:	 A	Wildland	 Network	 for	 the	 South	 Coast	 Ecoregion.	 Produced	 in	

cooperation	with	partners	in	the	South	Coast	Missing	Linkages	Initiative.		Available	online	at	http://www.scwildlands.org.	
2		 MSCP.	2009.	North	County	Plan,	MSCP	[Draft].	http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/mscp/nc.html.		
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species.		In	a	case	where	a	property	owner	seeks	permission	from	a	federal	agency	for	an	action	which	could	
affect	a	federally	listed	plant	or	animal	species,	the	property	owner	and	agency	are	required	to	consult	with	
USFWS	pursuant	 to	 Section	7	of	 the	ESA	 if	 there	 is	 a	 federal	 nexus,	 or	pursuant	 to	 Section	10	of	 the	ESA.		
Section	9(a)(2)(b)	of	the	FESA	addresses	the	protections	afforded	to	listed	plants.	

The	status	of	federally	listed	species	is	assigned	by	USFWS	as	one	of	the	following:	

 Federally	Endangered	(FE)	

 Federally	Threatened	(FT)	

 Federally	Proposed	as	Endangered	(FPE)	

 Federally	Proposed	as	Threatened	(FPT)	

 Federally	Proposed	for	Delisting	(FPD)	

 Federal	Candidate	for	a	Proposed	Species	(FC)	

Some	of	 the	USFWS	offices	maintain	 a	database	of	 listed	 species	within	 their	 jurisdiction,	 for	example	 the	
Sacramento3	and	Carlsbad4	offices.		The	Carlsbad	USFWS	Office	jurisdiction	encompasses	the	counties	of	Los	
Angeles,	Orange,	Riverside,	San	Bernardino,	Imperial,	and	San	Diego.			

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

The	Bald	and	Golden	Eagle	Protection	Act	was	originally	enacted	in	1940	as	the	Bald	Eagle	Protection	Act	to	
protect	bald	eagles,	and	was	later	amended	in	1962	to	include	golden	eagles.5		The	Act	prohibits	the	taking,	
possession,	or	commerce	 in	bald	and	golden	eagles,	parts,	 feathers,	nests,	or	eggs	with	 limited	exceptions.		
Take	is	defined	as	to	“pursue,	shoot,	shoot	at,	poison,	wound,	kill,	capture,	trap,	collect,	molest	or	disturb”,	
and	includes	both	direct	taking	of	individuals	and	take	due	to	disturbance.		“Disturb”	is	defined	as:			

to	agitate	or	bother	a	bald	or	golden	eagle	to	a	degree	that	causes,	or	is	likely	to	cause,	based	on	the	
best	 scientific	 information	 available,	 1)	 injury	 to	 any	 eagle,	 2)	 a	 decrease	 in	 its	 productivity,	 by	
substantially	 interfering	 with	 normal	 breeding,	 feeding,	 or	 sheltering	 behavior,	 or	 3)	 nest	
abandonment,	by	substantially	interfering	with	normal	breeding,	feeding,	or	sheltering	behavior.6			

The	definition	of	“disturb”	is	further	defined	by	USFWS	as	follows:	

In	addition	to	immediate	impacts,	this	definition	also	covers	impacts	that	result	from	human‐caused	
alterations	initiated	around	a	previously	used	nest	site	during	a	time	when	eagles	are	not	present,	if,	
upon	the	eagles	return,	such	alterations	agitate	or	bother	an	eagle	to	a	degree	that	injures	an	eagle	or	
substantially	interferes	with	normal	breeding,	feeding,	or	sheltering.7		

																																																													
3		 http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ES_Species/Lists/es_species_lists‐overview.htm		
4		 http://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/SpeciesStatusList/CFWO_Species_Status_List.htm	
5		 http://www.fws.gov/midwest/eagle/protect/index.html	
6		 50	CFR	22.3	
7		 USFWS.	2007.	National	Bald	Eagle	Management	Guidelines	
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Bald	eagles	may	not	be	taken	for	any	purpose	unless	a	permit	is	issued	prior	to	the	taking.		Activities	which	
can	 be	 authorized	 by	 permit	 include	 scientific	 collection/research,	 exhibition,	 tribal	 religious	 (Native	
American	religious),	depredation,	falconry,	and	the	taking	of	inactive	golden	eagle	nests,	which	interfere	with	
resource	 development	 or	 recovery	 operations.	 	 Currently,	 USFWS	 has	 a	 permitting	 process	 proposed	 for	
other	 activities	 that	would	 allow	disturbance	 to	 bald	 eagles	 or	 take	 of	 an	 eagle	 nest	where	 their	 location	
poses	a	risk	to	human	or	eagle	safety.	

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The	Migratory	Bird	Treaty	Act	(MBTA)	protects	individuals	as	well	as	any	part,	nest,	or	eggs	of	any	bird	listed	
as	 migratory.	 	 In	 practice,	 federal	 permits	 issued	 for	 activities	 that	 potentially	 impact	 migratory	 birds	
typically	 have	 conditions	 that	 require	 pre‐disturbance	 surveys	 for	 nesting	 birds.	 	 In	 the	 event	 nesting	 is	
observed,	a	buffer	area	with	a	specified	radius	must	be	established,	within	which	no	disturbance	or	intrusion	
is	allowed	until	the	young	have	fledged	and	left	the	nest,	or	it	has	been	determined	that	the	nest	has	failed.		If	
not	otherwise	specified	in	the	permit,	the	size	of	the	buffer	area	varies	with	species	and	local	circumstances	
(e.g.,	presence	of	busy	roads,	 intervening	topography,	etc.),	and	is	based	on	the	professional	 judgment	of	a	
monitoring	biologist.	

Federal Clean Water Act, Section 404 

Section	404	of	the	Clean	Water	Act	(CWA)	regulates	the	discharge	of	dredged	or	fill	material	into	waters	of	
the	U.S.	and	authorizes	the	Secretary	of	the	Army,	through	the	Chief	of	Engineers,	to	issue	permits	for	such	
actions.		Implementing	regulations	for	the	CWA	define	waters	of	the	U.S.	as	“rivers,	creeks,	streams,	and	lakes	
extending	 to	 their	 headwaters	 and	 any	 associated	 wetlands.”	 	 Wetlands	 are	 defined	 as	 “areas	 that	 are	
inundated	 or	 saturated	 by	 surface	 or	 groundwater	 at	 a	 frequency	 and	 duration	 sufficient	 to	 support	 a	
prevalence	of	vegetation	typically	adapted	for	life	in	saturated	soil	conditions.”		The	permit	review	process	
entails	an	assessment	of	potentially	adverse	impacts	to	USACE	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S..	

Over	the	years,	the	USACE	has	modified	its	regulations,	typically	due	to	evolving	policy	or	judicial	decisions,	
through	 the	 issuance	 of	 Regulatory	 Guidance	 Letters,	 memorandums,	 or	 more	 expansive	 instruction	
guidebooks.	 	 These	 guidance	 documents	 help	 to	 update	 and	 define	 how	 jurisdiction	 is	 claimed,	 and	 how	
these	waters	of	the	U.S.	will	be	regulated.		The	most	recent,	significant	modification	occurred	on	June	5,	2007,	
subsequently	updated	 in	December	2008,	when	 the	USACE	and	 the	U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	
(USEPA)	 issued	 a	 series	 of	 guidance	 documents	 outlining	 the	 requirements	 and	 procedures,	 effective	
immediately,	 to	 establish	 jurisdiction	under	Section	404	of	 the	CWA	and	 the	Section	10	of	 the	Rivers	 and	
Harbors	Act	of	1899.		These	documents	are	intended	to	be	used	for	all	jurisdictional	delineations	and	provide	
specific	guidance	for	the	jurisdictional	determination	of	potentially	jurisdictional	features	affected	by	the	U.S.	
Supreme	Court	rulings	in	Rapanos	v.	the	United	States	and	Carabell	v.	the	United	States	547	U.S.	715	(2006)	
(jointly	referred	to	as	Rapanos).	

The	Rapanos	 case	outlines	 the	 conditions	 and	 criteria	used	by	 the	USACE	 to	 assess	 and	 claim	 jurisdiction	
over	 non‐isolated,	 non‐navigable,	 ephemeral	 tributaries.	 	 Under	 a	 plurality	 ruling,	 the	 Court	 noted	 that	
certain	 “not	 relatively	 permanent”	 (i.e.,	 ephemeral),	 non‐navigable	 tributaries	 must	 have	 a	 “significant	
nexus”	 to	 downstream	 traditional	 navigable	 waters	 to	 be	 jurisdictional.	 	 An	 ephemeral	 tributary	 has	 a	
significant	nexus	to	downstream	navigable	“waters”	when	it	has	“more	than	a	speculative	or	an	insubstantial	
effect	 on	 the	 chemical,	 physical,	 and/or	 biological	 integrity	 of	 a	 Traditional	 Navigable	Water	 (TNW).”	 	 A	
significant	nexus	is	established	through	the	consideration	of	a	variety	of	hydrologic,	geologic	and	ecological	
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factors	 specific	 to	 the	particular	drainage	 feature	 in	question.	 	 For	drainage	 features	 that	do	not	meet	 the	
significant	nexus	criteria,	a	significant	nexus	determination	is	provided	by	the	USACE	to	the	USEPA	for	the	
final	determination	of	federal	jurisdiction.		Drainage	features	that	do	not	meet	the	significant	nexus	criteria	
based	on	completion	of	an	AJD,	and/or	are	determined	to	be	 isolated	pursuant	to	the	SWANCC	ruling	(see	
below),	may	still	be	regulated	by	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	(CDFG)	under	Fish	and	Game	Code	
Section	1600	or	the	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	(RWQCB)	under	the	Porter‐Cologne	Water	Quality	
Act.	

On	 January	 15,	 2003,	 the	 USACE	 and	 USEPA	 issued	 a	 Joint	 Memorandum	 to	 provide	 clarifying	 guidance	
regarding	the	United	States	Supreme	Court	ruling	in	the	Solid	Waste	Agency	of	Northern	Cook	County	v.	United	
States	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	 No.	 99‐1178	 (January	 9,	 2001)	 (“the	 SWANCC	 ruling”),	 (Federal	 Register:		
Vol.	68,	No.	10.).	 	This	ruling	held	that	the	CWA	does	not	give	the	federal	government	regulatory	authority	
over	 non‐navigable,	 isolated,	 intrastate	 waters.	 	 As	 a	 result	 of	 this	 decision,	 some	 previously	 regulated	
depressional	areas	such	as	mudflats,	sandflats,	wetlands,	prairie	potholes,	wet	meadows,	playa	lakes,	natural	
ponds,	and	vernal	pools,	which	are	not	hydrologically	connected	to	other	intra‐	or	inter‐state	“waters	of	the	
U.S.,”	are	no	longer	regulated	by	the	USACE.		

Federal Clean Water Act, Section 401 

The	mission	of	the	RWQCB	is	to	develop	and	enforce	water	quality	objectives	and	implement	plans	that	will	
best	 protect	 the	 beneficial	 uses	 of	 the	 state’s	waters,	 recognizing	 local	 differences	 in	 climate,	 topography,	
geology,	and	hydrology.	 	The	California	RWQCB	 is	responsible	 for	 implementing	compliance	not	only	with	
state	codes	such	as	 the	California	Water	Code,	but	also	some	federal	acts	such	as	Section	401	of	 the	CWA.		
Section	401	of	the	CWA	requires	that	any	applicant	for	a	federal	permit	for	activities	that	involve	a	discharge	
to	waters	of	the	state	shall	provide	the	federal	permitting	agency	with	a	certification	from	the	state	in	which	
the	discharge	is	proposed	that	states	that	the	discharge	will	comply	with	the	applicable	provisions	under	the	
federal	CWA.8		As	such,	before	the	USACE	will	issue	a	CWA	Section	404	permit,	applicants	must	apply	for	and	
receive	 a	 Section	 401	 water	 quality	 certification	 (WQC)	 from	 the	 RWQCB.	 	 The	 RWQCB	 regulates	
“discharging	waste,	or	proposing	to	discharge	waste,	within	any	region	that	could	affect	“waters	of	the	state”	
(Water	Code	 §	13260	 (a)),	 pursuant	 to	provisions	of	 the	Porter‐Cologne	Water	Quality	Control	Act	which	
defines	RWQCB	 jurisdictional	 “waters	of	 the	state”	as	 “any	surface	water	or	groundwater,	 including	saline	
waters,	within	the	boundaries	of	the	state”	(Water	Code	§	13050	(e)).			

With	 the	exception	of	 isolated	waters	and	wetlands,	most	discharges	of	 fill	 to	waters	of	 the	 state	 are	 also	
subject	to	a	CWA	Section	404	permit.		If	a	CWA	Section	404	permit	is	not	required	for	the	project,	the	RWQCB	
may	still	require	issuance	of	Waste	Discharge	Requirements	(WDR)	under	the	Porter‐Cologne	Water	Quality	
Control	Act.		The	RWQCB	may	regulate	isolated	waters	that	are	not	under	jurisdiction	of	the	USACE	through	
issuance	 of	 WDR’s.	 	 However,	 projects	 that	 obtain	 a	 Section	 401	 WQC	 are	 simultaneously	 enrolled	 in	 a	
statewide	general	WDR.		Processing	of	Section	401	WQC’s	generally	requires	submittal	of	1)	a	construction	
storm	water	pollution	prevention	plan	(SWPPP),	2)	a	final	water	quality	technical	report	that	demonstrates	
that	 post‐construction	 storm	 water	 Best	 Management	 Practices	 (BMPs)	 comply	 with	 the	 local	 design	
standards	 	 for	municipal	 storm	 drain	 permits	 (MS4	 permits)	 implemented	 by	 the	 State	Water	 Resources	
Control	Board	effective	January	1,	2011,	and	3)	a	conceptual	Habitat	Mitigation	and	Monitoring	Plan	(HMMP)	
to	 compensate	 for	permanent	 impacts	 to	RWQCB	waters,	 if	 any.	 	 In	 addition	 to	 submittal	 of	 a	draft	CEQA	

																																																													
8	 33	USC	1341	(a)	(1).	
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document,	 a	WQC	application	 typically	 requires	 a	discussion	of	 avoidance	and	minimization	of	 impacts	 to	
RWQCB	jurisdictional	resources,	and	efforts	to	protect	beneficial	uses	as	defined	by	the	local	RWQCB	basin	
plan	 for	 the	 project.	 	 The	 RWQCB	 cannot	 issue	 a	 Section	 401	WQC	 until	 the	 project	 CEQA	 document	 is	
certified	by	the	lead	agency.	

4.4.1.2  State 

California’s Endangered Species Act  

The	 California	 Endangered	 Species	 Act	 (CESA)	 defines	 an	 endangered	 species	 as	 “a	 native	 species	 or	
subspecies	 of	 a	 bird,	 mammal,	 fish,	 amphibian,	 reptile,	 or	 plant	 which	 is	 in	 serious	 danger	 of	 becoming	
extinct	 throughout	 all,	 or	 a	 significant	 portion,	 of	 its	 range	 due	 to	 one	 or	more	 causes,	 including	 loss	 of	
habitat,	 change	 in	 habitat,	 overexploitation,	 predation,	 competition,	 or	 disease.”	 	 The	 state	 defines	 a	
threatened	 species	 as	 “a	native	 species	or	 subspecies	of	 a	bird,	mammal,	 fish,	 amphibian,	 reptile,	 or	plant	
that,	 although	 not	 presently	 threatened	with	 extinction,	 is	 likely	 to	 become	 an	 endangered	 species	 in	 the	
foreseeable	 future	 in	 the	 absence	 of	 the	 special	 protection	 and	 management	 efforts	 required	 by	 this	
chapter.”9		The	status	of	state	listed	species	is	assigned	by	CDFG	as	one	of	the	following:	

 State	Endangered	(SE)	  State	Candidate	for	Threatened	(SCT)	

 State	Threatened	(ST)	  State	Candidate	for	Delisting	(SCD)	

 State	Rare	(SR)	  California	Species	of	Special	Concern	(SSC)	

 State	Candidate	for	Endangered	(SCE)	  State	Fully	Protected	(SFP)	

Protection of Birds 

Section	3503.5	of	 the	California	Fish	and	Game	Code	states	that	 it	 is	“unlawful	 to	take,	possess,	or	destroy	
any	birds	in	the	order	Falconiformes	or	Strigiformes	(birds	of	prey)	or	to	take,	possess,	or	destroy	the	nest	or	
eggs	of	any	such	bird	except	as	otherwise	provided	by	this	code	or	any	regulation	adopted	pursuant	thereto.”		
Activities	that	result	in	the	abandonment	of	an	active	bird	of	prey	nest	may	also	be	considered	in	violation	of	
this	code.		In	addition,	California	Fish	and	Game	Code,	Section	3511	prohibits	the	taking	of	any	bird	listed	as	
fully	protected,	and	California	Fish	and	Game	Code,	Section	3515	states	that	is	it	unlawful	to	take	any	non‐
game	migratory	bird	protected	under	the	MBTA.	

State of California Fish and Game Code, Section 1602 

Section	 1602	 of	 the	 California	 Fish	 and	 Game	 Code	 requires	 any	 entity	 (e.g.,	 person,	 state	 or	 local	
government	agency,	or	public	utility)	who	proposes	a	project	 that	will	 substantially	divert	or	obstruct	 the	
natural	 flow	 of,	 or	 substantially	 change	 or	 use	 any	material	 from	 the	 bed,	 channel,	 or	 bank	 of,	 any	 river,	
stream,	 or	 lake	 to	notify	 the	CDFG	of	 the	proposed	project.	 	 In	 the	 course	of	 this	notification	process,	 the	
CDFG	will	 review	the	proposed	project	as	 it	affects	streambed	habitats	within	 the	project	area.	 	The	CDFG	
may	 then	 place	 conditions	 in	 the	 Section	 1602	 Streambed	 Alteration	 Agreement	 to	 avoid,	 minimize,	 and	
mitigate	any	potentially	significant	adverse	impacts	within	CDFG	jurisdictional	limits.	

																																																													
9		 Fish	and	Game	Code	Section	2067.	



4.4  BIological Resources    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.4‐6	 	

	

California Rare Plant Ranks 

The	 CDFG,	 in	 a	 collaborative	 effort	 with	 the	 California	 Native	 Plant	 Society	 (CNPS),	 has	 compiled	 an	
inventory	 of	 information	 focusing	 on	 geographic	 distribution	 and	 qualitative	 characterization	 of	 rare,	
threatened,	or	endangered	plant	species	of	California.		The	CNPS	is	a	private	plant	conservation	organization	
dedicated	 to	 the	 monitoring	 and	 protection	 of	 sensitive	 plant	 species	 in	 California.	 	 The	 inventory	 is	
commonly	 used	 by	 state	 and	 federal	 resource	 agencies	 in	 their	 review	 and	 evaluation	 of	 environmental	
documentation.	CNPS	and	CDFG	developed	five	categories	of	rarity	known	as	the	California	Rare	Plant	Ranks	
(CRPR):	

List	1A	 Presumed	extinct	in	California	

List	1B	 Rare	or	Endangered	in	California	and	elsewhere	

List	2	 Rare	or	Endangered	in	California,	more	common	elsewhere	

List	3	 Plants	about	which	we	need	more	 information	before	rarity	can	be	determined	–	Review	
list	

List	4	 Plants	 of	 limited	 distribution	 in	 California	 (i.e.,	 naturally	 rare	 in	 the	 wild),	 but	 whose	
existence	does	not	appear	to	be	susceptible	to	threat	–	Watch	list	

In	 addition,	 the	 CNPS	 recently	 updated	 the	 CRPR	with	 Threat	 Codes.	 	 There	 are	 three	 new	 Threat	 Code	
extensions	that	follow	the	List	number	as	a	decimal:	

1. Seriously	endangered	in	California	(over	80	percent	of	occurrences	threatened/high	degree	and	
immediacy	of	threat)	

2. Fairly	endangered	in	California	(20‐80	percent	of	occurrences	threatened)	

3. Not	very	endangered	in	California	(<20	percent	of	occurrences	threatened	or	no	current	threats	
known)	

CDFG Natural (Vegetation) Communities 

The	 CDFG	 follows	 NatureServe’s	 Heritage	 Methodology10	 for	 ranking	 of	 natural	 vegetation	 communities	
according	to	their	degree	of	imperilment	as	measured	by	rarity,	trends,	and	threats.		Communities	are	listed	
with	a	Global	(G)	or	State	(S)	rank,	as	follows:	

G1	or	S1	 Critically	 Imperiled	 –	 At	 very	 high	 risk	 of	 extinction	 due	 to	 extreme	 rarity	 (often	 5	 or	
fewer	populations),	very	steep	declines,	or	other	factors.	

G2	or	S2	 Imperiled	–	At	high	risk	of	extinction	due	to	very	restricted	range,	very	few	populations	
(often	20	or	fewer),	steep	declines,	or	other	factors.	

G3	or	S3	 Vulnerable	 –	 At	 moderate	 risk	 of	 extinction	 due	 to	 a	 restricted	 range,	 relatively	 few	
populations	(often	80	or	fewer),	recent	and	widespread	declines,	or	other	factors.	

																																																													
10		 Faber‐Langgendoen,	D.,	 L.	Master,	K.	 Snow,	 A.	 Tomaino,	G.	Hammerson,	B.	Heidel,	 L.	Ramsay,	 and	B.	 Young.	 2009.	NatureServe	

Conservation	Status	Assessments:	Methodology	for	Assigning	Ranks.	NatureServ,	Arlington,	VA.	



December 2012     4.4  BIological Resources 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.4‐7	 	

	

G4	or	S4	 Apparently	Secure	–	Uncommon	but	not	rare,	some	causes	for	long‐term	concern	due	to	
declines	or	other	factors.	

G5	or	S5	 Secure	–	Common;	widespread	and	abundant.	

As	with	the	CRPR	codes	for	plant	species,	natural	community	ranks	for	S	designations	are	further	described	
with	Threat	Code	extensions	that	follow	the	List	number	as	a	decimal,	as	outlined	above.		Communities	with	
state	ranks	of	S1‐S3	are	considered	to	be	sensitive	in	California.	

4.4.1.3  Regional 

San Diego County General Plan  

The	 San	Diego	 County	 General	 Plan	 provides	 goals,	 policies	 and	 programs	 that	 value	 and	 protect	 natural	
resources,	including	biological	and	water	resources.		The	goals	and	policies	pertaining	to	biological	resources	
are	addressed	in	Chapter	5,	Conservation/Open	Space	Element,	of	the	County’s	General	Plan.		An	analysis	of	
the	alternatives	 consistency	with	Chapter	5	of	 the	General	Plan	 is	provided	 in	Section	4.10,	Land	Use	and	
Planning,	of	this	EIS.	

San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances 

San	Diego	County	has	established	several	ordinances	pertaining	 to	biological	 resources	under	 the	Code	of	
Regulatory	Ordinances,	as	follows:	

 Zoning	 Ordinance:	 Under	 this	 ordinance	 land	 may	 have	 a	 zoning	 designation	 or	 special	 area	
regulation	with	certain	restrictions.		For	example,	San	Diego	County	Zoning	Ordinance	Sections	2810	
through	2818	are	the	S81	Ecological	Resource	Area	Regulations.	

 Biological	 Mitigation	 Ordinance	 (Sections	 86.501‐86.509):	 The	 Biological	 Mitigation	 Ordinance	
(BMO)	 provides	 the	 regulatory	 framework	 for	 implementation	 of	 approved	 Multiple	 Species	
Conservation	 Program	 (MSCP)	 plans.	 	 The	 MSCP	 establishes	 a	 connected	 preserve	 system	 that	
protects	the	County’s	sensitive	species	and	habitats.	 	Certain	avoidance	and	conservation	measures	
are	required	in	selected	areas	of	the	MSCP	area	pursuant	to	local	subarea	plans.	 	The	BMO	outlines	
the	 sensitive	 resources	 and	 establishes	 specific	 criteria	 and	 requirements	 to	which	 all	 private	 and	
public	projects	are	subject.		The	BMO	includes	specific	criteria,	such	as	protecting	wildlife	movement	
corridors	 and	avoiding	 significant	 resources.	 	The	BMO	also	 limits	 the	amount	of	 impacts	 that	 can	
occur	to	certain	resources,	and	establishes	the	minimum	amount	of	mitigation	for	any	impacts.	

 Resource	Protection	Ordinance	(Sections	86.601‐86.608):	The	Resource	Protection	Ordinance	(RPO)	
restricts	 the	 level	of	 impacts	 to	environmentally	 sensitive	 lands	such	as	wetlands,	wetland	buffers,	
floodplains,	steep	slopes,	sensitive	habitat	lands,	and	historical	sites.	

 Habitat	Loss	Permit	Ordinance	(Sections	86.501‐86.509):	The	Habitat	Loss	Permit	(HLP)	ordinance	
provides	a	mechanism	for	the	County	of	San	Diego	to	issue	“take	permits”	in	lieu	of	USFWS	Section	7	
or	10(a)	permits	for	the	coastal	California	gnatcatcher.		This	is	authorized	pursuant	to	a	special	rule	
under	 Section	 4(d)	 of	 the	 federal	 ESA	 in	 conjunction	with	 an	 approved	 plan	 under	 the	 California	
Natural	 Communities	 Conservation	 Plan	 (NCCP)	 Program.	 	 All	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 within	 an	 area	
enrolled	in	the	NCCP	(in	this	case,	the	County)	is	considered	occupied	by	the	gnatcatcher.		The	4(d)	
Rule	 requires	 the	 development	 of	 a	 mitigation	 plan	 to	 offset	 project	 impacts	 that	 meet	 certain	
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criteria.	 	The	wildlife	agencies	(USFWS	and	CDFG)	must	concur	with	the	issuance	of	a	HLP	for	 it	 to	
become	valid	as	take	authorization	under	the	ESA.		The	HLP	must	be	obtained	prior	to	the	issuance	of	
a	 grading	 permit,	 clearing	 permit,	 or	 improvement	 plan	 if	 the	 project	 will	 directly	 or	 indirectly	
impact	any	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	types.		To	be	approved,	the	findings	of	the	HLP	must	be	made	
based	on	 the	 information	obtained	pursuant	 to	 Section	4.1.2	 of	 the	November	1993	NCCP	Process	
Guidelines.		HLPs	are	not	required	for	projects	within	the	boundaries	of	an	adopted	MSCP	plan	since	
take	authorization	is	granted	through	compliance	with	the	MSCP	plan.	

San Diego County MSCP Plan 

The	San	Diego	County	MSCP	 is	a	comprehensive,	 long‐term	Habitat	Conservation	Plan	(HCP)	developed	to	
provide	 conservation	 for	multiple	 species	 and	 the	 preservation	 of	 natural	 vegetation	 communities	 in	 San	
Diego	 County.	 	 The	 overall	 MSCP	 goal	 is	 to	 maintain	 and	 enhance	 biological	 diversity	 in	 the	 region	 and	
conserve	viable	populations	of	endangered,	threatened,	and	key	sensitive	species	and	their	habitats,	thereby	
preventing	local	extirpation	and	ultimate	extinction.		The	MSCP	is	a	subregional	plan	under	the	NCCP	Act	of	
1991,	 and	 is	 implemented	 through	 local	 subarea	 plans.	 	 Approved	 MSCP	 subarea	 plans	 provide	 local	
authorities	(the	County	of	San	Diego	or	local	cities)	with	permits	and	authorizations	for	the	incidental	take	of	
listed	 threatened,	 endangered,	 and/or	 other	 species	 of	 concern	 pursuant	 to	 regulations	 such	 as	 section	
10(a)(1)(B)	 of	 the	 FESA,	 and	 the	 special	 rule	 conditions	 of	 FESA	 section	 4(d)	 for	 the	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher,	 in	 addition	 to	 CESA	 regulations.	 	 Incidental	 Take	 Permits	 are	 issued	 by	 the	wildlife	 agencies	
(CDFG	 and	 USFWS),	 granting	 long‐term	 (50‐year)	 authorization	 to	 impact	 Covered	 Species	 (CS).	 	 An	
Implementing	Agreement	is	also	signed	by	the	local	authority	and	wildlife	agencies	to	legally	bind	each	party	
to	perform	certain	obligations	and	ensure	implementation	of	the	subarea	plan.		Any	project	within	approved	
MSCP	subarea	plan	boundaries	would	need	to	be	 in	conformance	with	 the	conditions	outlined	 in	 the	plan.		
The	MSCP	requires	mitigation	for	 impacts	to	certain	vegetation	communities,	 in	addition	to	avoidance	and	
grading	 limitations	 to	 both	 habitat	 (e.g.,	 wetlands	 and	 vernal	 pools)	 and	 species	 (e.g.,	 narrow	 endemic	
species	(NES),	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	 least	Bell’s	vireo,	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	and	arroyo	
toad).		Vegetation	communities	are	classified	under	the	MSCP	as	Tier	I,	II,	III	or	IV,	with	Tier	I	including	the	
most	sensitive	habitats	and	Tier	IV	the	least.		Tier	IV	vegetation	communities	are	not	identified	as	sensitive	
since	 they	 are	 not	 considered	 to	 have	 important	 habitat	 value,	 whilst	 Tier	 I,	 II	 and	 III	 habitats	 require	
mitigation	 for	 impacts	 pursuant	 to	 identified	 ratios.	 	 In	 compliance	 with	 FESA,	 the	 USACE	 requires	
completion	 of	 a	 Section	 7	 consultation	 with	 USFWS	 for	 projects	 within	 MSCP	 boundaries	 that	 propose	
impacts	to	listed	species	and	their	habitats,	if	there	is	a	federal	nexus	with	the	project.		For	projects	with	an	
approved	MSCP	 this	 process	 includes	 determination	 of	 compliance	with	 the	MSCP	 through	 issuance	 of	 a	
Consistency	Determination.			

A	summary	of	three	local	MSCP	subarea	plans	applicable	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	off	site	
alternatives	is	provided	below,	including	the	Draft	North	County	Plan,	the	South	County	Plan,	and	the	City	of	
San	Diego	Plan.		

 Draft	North	County	Plan:	The	Draft	North	County	Plan	is	an	MSCP	subarea	plan	that	would	extend	the	
County	of	San	Diego’s	MSCP	program	 into	 the	northwestern	areas	of	San	Diego	County.	 	The	Draft	
North	 County	 Plan	 underwent	 public	 review	 in	 2009,	 and	 comments	 received	 during	 the	 public	
review	period	are	now	being	used	 to	revise	 the	Draft	North	County	Plan.	 	The	revised	Draft	North	
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County	Plan	and	EIR	documents	 are	expected	 to	be	 released	 for	public	 review	at	 the	end	of	2012,	
with	a	Planning	Commission	hearing	in	summer	2013	and	a	Board	of	Supervisors	hearing	late	2013.	

A	total	of	63	plant	and	animal	species	are	proposed	for	coverage	under	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	
as	“Covered	Species”	(CS).		Assembly	of	a	preserve	system	is	also	proposed	primarily	by	conserving	
and	adaptively	managing	habitat	 in	 a	Pre‐Approved	Mitigation	Area	 (PAMA),	which	 includes	 lands	
with	 considered	 important	 for	 species	 and	 their	 habitats.	 	 The	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan	 outlines	
mitigation	for	vegetation	communities,	requires	no	 impacts	to	 fully	protected	species,	and	requires	
avoidance	to	the	greatest	extent	feasible	of	the	following:	wetlands,	vernal	pools,	NES,	sensitive	plant	
species	in	Groups	A	and	B	of	the	San	Diego	Sensitive	Plants	list	within	the	PAMA,	covered	sensitive	
animal	 species	 within	 the	 PAMA,	 burrowing	 owl,	 Stephen’s	 kangaroo	 rat,	 suitable	 arroyo	 toad	
breeding	habitat	or	aestivation	sites,	and	biological	buffers	of	at	 least	100	 feet	 from	occupied	 least	
Bell’s	vireo	or	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	habitat.		If	avoidance	is	not	feasible,	minimization	and	
mitigation	is	required.		However,	since	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	has	not	yet	been	approved,	there	
is	currently	no	authorized	take	of	the	proposed	CS,	and	the	required	mitigation,	avoidance	measures,	
and	contribution	to	the	PAMA	outlined	in	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	are	not	currently	in	effect.		If	
the	Draft	North	County	Plan	 is	 approved	prior	 to	 the	 approval	of	 the	 landfill,	 compliance	with	 the	
BMO	may	be	required.		If	the	landfill	is	approved	prior	to	implementation	of	the	final	North	County	
Plan,	 permits	will	 be	 required	 for	 listed	 species	 through	 the	 San	 Diego	 County	 HLP	 process.	 	 If	 a	
Section	7	consultation	is	completed	prior	to	adoption	of	the	final	North	County	Plan,	the	landfill	will	
not	be	required	to	comply	with	the	approved	North	County	Plan	unless	modifications	to	the	landfill	
are	made	that	require	discretionary	permits	subject	to	the	BMO.	

 South	County	Plan:	The	South	County	Plan	is	an	adopted	MSCP	subarea	plan	within	the	southwestern	
portion	of	San	Diego	County	that	extends	from	the	southern	portion	of	Ramona	and	the	San	Dieguito	
River;	 east	 to	 Poway,	 Lakeside	 and	 Alpine;	 and	 south	 to	 the	 border	 with	Mexico.		 The	 San	 Diego	
County	Board	of	Supervisors	approved	the	South	County	Plan	on	October	22,	1997,	and	the	County	of	
San	Diego	entered	into	an	Implementing	Agreement	with	the	wildlife	agencies	on	March	17,	1998.	

The	 South	 County	 Plan	 provides	 incidental	 take	 of	 85	 CS	 and	 their	 habitats	 associated	 with	
development.		 The	 existing	 South	 County	 Plan	 is	 divided	 into	 three	 segments,	 namely	 the	 Lake	
Hodges	 segment,	 the	 South	 County	 segment,	 and	 the	 Metro‐Lakeside‐Jamul	 segment.	 	 The	 Lake	
Hodges	 Segment	 and	 South	 County	 Segment	 include	mostly	 ‘hardline’	 areas	 in	which	 landowners	
have	pre‐negotiated	with	the	wildlife	agencies	and	San	Diego	County	for	areas	that	will	be	set	aside	
as	preserve	lands	in	perpetuity	to	off‐set	proposed	development.		In	these	hardline	areas,	take	of	CS	
and	their	habitat	 is	authorized	based	on	a	project’s	compliance	with	the	requirements	of	the	South	
County	Plan	and	the	Biological	Mitigation	Ordinance	(BMO).	 	However,	the	location	of	preservation	
and	 development	 areas	 was	 not	 resolved	 for	 all	 the	 land	 in	 these	 segments,	 or	 within	 the	 entire	
Metro‐Lakeside‐Jamul	 Segment.	 	 These	 unresolved	 areas	 are	 designated	 as	 major	 or	 minor	
amendment	areas,	and	take	of	CS	and	their	habitats	may	only	be	authorized	by	the	wildlife	agencies	
after	 becoming	 part	 of	 the	 segment	 through	 the	 appropriate	 amendment	 process.	 	 This	 process	
involves	wildlife	agency	approval	for	minor	amendment	areas,	and	issuance	of	a	Take	Authorization	
permit	amendment	for	major	amendment	areas.		Sensitive	resource	areas	have	been	identified	in	the	
amendment	areas	that	include	high	and	very	high	quality	habitat	in	Biological	Resource	Core	Areas.			
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 City	of	San	Diego	Plan:	The	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	subarea	Plan	was	adopted	by	the	City	in	March	
1997,	 and	 a	 50‐year	 Implementing	 Agreement	 between	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 and	 the	 wildlife	
agencies	was	signed	in	July	1997.		The	City	of	San	Diego	Plan	provides	incidental	take	for	85	CS		that	
are	 considered	 adequately	 protected	 within	 the	 City’s	 preserve,	 the	 Multi‐Habitat	 Planning	 Area	
(MHPA).	 	 As	 of	 April	 20,	 2010,	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 may	 no	 longer	 rely	 on	 its	 issued	 federal	
Incidental	 Take	 Permit	 to	 authorize	 incidental	 take	 of	 seven	 vernal	 pool	 species,	 including	 two	
animal	 species	 and	 five	 plant	 species.	 	 Development	 involving	 the	 take	 of	 these	 species	 requires	
separate	authorization	from	the	USFWS	until	the	City	of	San	Diego	receives	a	new	federal	Incidental	
Take	 Permit	 for	 the	 species,	 including	 a	 vernal	 pool	 HCP	 and	 another	 Implementing	 Agreement.		
Impacts	 to	most	 CS	 are	 considered	mitigated	 through	 appropriate	 habitat	 preservation	within	 the	
MHPA	 preserve.	 	 Some	 species,	 namely	 NES,	 have	 very	 limited	 geographic	 ranges	 that	 require	
additional	conservation	measures	to	assure	their	long‐term	survival,	including	14	plant	species.			

The	 MSCP	 is	 consistent	 with	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 Biology	 Guidelines,	 including	 special	
considerations	for	NES	and	mitigation	for	environmentally	sensitive	lands	(ESL)	pursuant	to	the	ESL	
ordinance,	including	sensitive	biological	resources,	steep	hillsides,	coastal	beaches,	sensitive	coastal	
bluffs,	and	100‐year	floodplains.		The	ordinance	requires	that	development	avoid	impacts	to	certain	
sensitive	biological	resources	to	the	greatest	extent	feasible,	including	all	MHPA	lands,	wetlands	and	
vernal	pools	in	naturally	occurring	complexes,	listed	non‐covered	species	and	narrow	endemics.		For	
wetlands,	 the	 ESL	 further	 states	 that	 unavoidable	 impacts	 should	 be	 minimized	 to	 the	 maximum	
extent	practicable,	and	a	buffer	is	required	around	the	wetlands	as	appropriate	to	protect	associated	
functions	and	values.	 	While	a	100‐foot	buffer	width	 is	generally	recommended,	 this	width	may	be	
increased	or	decreased	on	a	case‐by‐case	basis.	

4.4.2  METHODOLOGY FOR REVIEWING EFFECTS UNDER NEPA 

This	subsection	provides	the	evaluation	criteria	used	to	determine	the	effects	for	each	of	the	alternatives.		In	
addition,	this	subsection	describes	the	methodology	used	to	assess	impacts	on	biological	resources.			

4.4.2.1  Criteria for Assessing Effects  

The	 evaluation	 criteria	were	 developed	 based	 on	 a	 public	 scoping	meeting	 and	 comments	 received	 from	
USFWS.		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in:							

 Waters	of	the	U.S.	

o Substantial	loss	of	functions	and	services	of	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.;	and/or	

o Substantial	adverse	construction	impacts	within	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	through	
temporary	 removal,	 filling,	 hydrological	 interruption,	 loss	 of	 functions	 or	 services,	 or	
other	means.			

 Habitat	

o Substantial	 loss	of	native	vegetation	and/or	plant	populations	defined	by	 the	County	of	
San	 Diego	 as	 rare	 or	 endangered	 and/or	 impact	 sensitive	 habitat	 which	 is	 regionally	
limited.	
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o Substantial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	that	leads	to	an	adverse	modification	of	its	
habitat.	

 Species	

o Substantial	permanent	disturbance	of	wildlife	movement	or	disruption	 for	an	extended	
period	that	would	lead	to	a	disruption	in	gene	flow.	

o Substantial	 direct	 or	 indirect	 impacts	 on	 a	 state‐	 or	 federal‐listed	 species	 leading	 to	 a	
jeopardy	opinion	for	one	or	more	species.	

o Substantial	direct	or	indirect	impacts	on	golden	eagle	nesting	and	foraging	habitats	that	
has	the	potential	to	affect	the	species’	long‐term	viability.	

 Other	

o Substantial	conflict	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.	

4.4.2.2  Methodology 

The	 analysis	 in	 this	 EIS	 section	was	 prepared	 using	 available	 information	 and	 studies	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	and	the	off‐site	alternatives,	as	referenced	throughout	the	section.		A	summary	of	the	
data	and	analysis	is	provided	below.	

Baseline Biological Data  

Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative:		Baseline	biological	data	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	used	for	
the	analysis	in	this	EIS	section	was	based	on	existing	information	collected	during	extensive	field	surveys	on	
the	 property	 for	 the	 CEQA	 documentation	 and	 focused	 species	 survey	 reports,	 including	 information	 on	
vegetation	 communities/habitats,	 state‐	 and	 federal‐threatened	and	endangered	plant	 and	animal	 species,	
other	sensitive	plant	and	animal	species,	and	regulated	jurisdictional	waters	and	wetlands.	 	The	vegetation	
mapping	was	based	on	current	data	collected	in	the	field	by	PCR	in	2010	to	update	previous	mapping,	and	
information	on	plant	and	animal	species	and	jurisdictional	waters	and	wetlands	was	taken	from	field	studies	
conducted	between	1989	and	2011	for	the	alternative	that	were	documented	in	the	focused	species	survey	
reports,	 the	 biological	 technical	 reports	 for	 the	 alternative,11,12	 CEQA	 documentation,13	 and	 the	 AJDs	 from	
USACE.14		Information	on	wildlife	movement	corridors/habitat	linkages	was	obtained	from	an	existing	study	
prepared	for	the	south	coast,15	and	a	specific	assessment	of	the	golden	eagles	occupying	Gregory	Mountain	
conducted	in	2012	was	also	incorporated.16	

																																																													
11		 Helix	Environmental	Planning,	Inc.	2002.	Final	Biological	Technical	Report.	June	17,	2002.	
12		 URS.	2007.	Biological	Technical	Report	For	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	CEQA	Update.	Revised	February	2007.	
13		 County	of	San	Diego	Department	of	Environmental	Health.	2007.	Revised	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report.	State	Clearinghouse	

No.	1995061007.	
14		 USACE.	Approved	Jurisdictional	Determination	regarding	presence/absence	of	geographic	jurisdiction.	February	13,	2012,	November	

2,	2011	and	January	13,	2010.	
15		 South	 Coast	Wildlands.	 2008.	 South	 Coast	Missing	 Linkages:	 A	Wildland	 Network	 for	 the	 South	 Coast	 Ecoregion.	 Produced	 in	

cooperation	with	partners	in	the	South	Coast	Missing	Linkages	Initiative.		Available	online	at	http://www.scwildlands.org	
16		 Wildlife	Research	 Institute,	 Inc.	2012.	Gregory	Mountain	Golden	Eagle	Territory	 in	San	Diego	County,	California:	A	Compilation	of	

Historical	Data.	February	2012.		
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Off‐Site	Alternatives:	Information	on	baseline	biological	resources	for	the	off‐site	alternatives	was	obtained	
from	 available	 existing	 documentation	 for	 four	 of	 the	 five	 alternatives,	 including	 EIRs	 and	 a	 feasibility	
assessment.		Existing	EIRs	are	available	for	three	of	the	off‐site	alternatives,	Aspen	Road,	Merriam	Mountain,	
and	Sycamore	Canyon,	 and	a	 Site	 Feasibility	Assessment	 is	 available	 for	East	Otay	Mesa.17,18,19,20	 	However,	
limitations	 were	 identified	 in	 using	 these	 documents.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 EIR	 analyzing	 the	 Aspen	 Road	
Alternative	was	a	draft	prepared	in	1990	(22	years	ago),	and	the	Site	Feasibility	Assessment	for	the	East	Otay	
Mesa	Alternative	was	prepared	 in	1993	(19	years	ago)	and	consisted	of	 a	 slightly	different	 site	boundary.		
Therefore,	it	was	assumed	that	the	data	in	these	documents	did	not	accurately	represent	current	conditions	
on	the	property,	specifically	related	to	vegetation	communities.		The	documents	do,	however,	provide	useful	
information	on	historic	conditions,	including	the	presence	of	sensitive	species	which	is	important	to	note	for	
potential	presence	of	these	species	under	current	conditions.		The	Merriam	Mountains	Recirculated	EIR	is	a	
more	current	document	analyzing	the	Specific	Plan	area,	 including	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative,	that	
was	prepared	three	years	ago.		The	2012	Revised	Final	EIR	for	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	
was	utilized	as	the	sole	source	of	 information.	 	For	the	remaining	 four	alternatives,	additional	 information	
was	obtained	by	conducting	database	searches,	aerial	analysis,	and	field	surveys	of	the	areas	surrounding	the	
properties.		Unlike	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	field	surveys	of	the	off‐site	alternatives	could	not	be	
conducted	since	 the	properties	are	privately	owned	and	could	not	be	accessed.	 	Therefore,	PCR	biologists	
conducted	 database	 searches	 and	 studied	 the	 most	 up‐to‐date	 aerial	 photographs	 available.	 	 Database	
searches	conducted	for	the	off‐site	alternatives	included	the	California	Natural	Diversity	Database	(CNDDB)	
to	 identify	 any	mapped	 occurrences	 of	 sensitive	wildlife,	 plants	 and	 vegetation	 communities,	 and	USFWS	
designated	critical	habitat	maps	to	identify	any	habitat	areas	considered	important	for	certain	listed	species.		
Vegetation	 communities	 and	 potentially	 jurisdictional	 drainages	 were	 mapped	 using	 aerial	 photographs.		
These	resources	were	mapped	by	comparing	the	aerial	signatures	on	the	properties	with	those	observed	in	
the	vicinity,	and	confirming	 the	 identity	of	 the	aerial	 signatures	 to	 the	greatest	extent	 feasible	with	a	 field	
survey.	 	Aerial	 signatures	 refer	 to	 the	appearance	of	a	vegetation	community	or	drainage	on	an	aerial,	 for	
example	the	color,	shape	or	density.		Aerial	signatures	on	the	properties	that	matched	aerial	signatures	in	the	
vicinity	of	the	property	were	assumed	to	be	the	same	vegetation	communities	or	drainage.		To	confirm	the	
information	 mapped	 from	 aerial	 photographs,	 field	 surveys	 of	 areas	 surrounding	 the	 properties	 were	
conducted	 to	 identify	 the	 vegetation	 communities	 or	 drainages	 associated	 with	 the	 aerial	 signatures.		
Vegetation	 communities	 and	 drainages	 on	 the	 properties	were	 also	 identified	 from	 adjacent	 areas	 to	 the	
greatest	extent	feasible	with	the	aid	of	binoculars.	

Impact Calculations and Determination of Effects 

Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative:	 The	 impact	 analysis	 for	 federally	 listed	 species	 and	 their	 habitats	
considered	both	direct	impacts,	including	mortality	and	loss	of	habitat,	in	addition	to	indirect	impacts	from	
increased	ambient	noise	 levels,	decreased	water	quality,	human	activity,	nuisance	species,	 invasive	plants,	
habitat	 fragmentation/edge	effects,	 and	night	 lighting.	 	The	analysis	of	 impacts	 to	vegetation	communities	
(habitats)	based	on	updated	vegetation	mapping	conducted	by	PCR	in	2010.		PCR	also	conducted	an	impact	
analysis	 for	 federally	protected	wetlands	and	drainages	 for	 this	EIS	by	overlaying	Geographic	 Information	
																																																													
17		 County	of	San	Diego	and	Bureau	of	Land	Management.	1990.	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	Environmental	Impact	Statement	

for	the	Proposed	North	County	Class	III	Landfill.	January	1990.	
18		 County	of	San	Diego.	2009.	Recirculated	Environmental	Impact	Report,	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan.	March	2009.	
19	 City	of	San	Diego.		2012.	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan,	Revised	Final	EIR.		SCH	No.	2003041057.	August	2012.	
20	 Ogden	Environmental	and	Energy	Services	Co.,	Inc.	1993.		Site	Feasibility	Assessment:	Southwest	San	Diego	County	Landfills	Project.	

February	1993.	
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System	(GIS)	data	files	of	the	USACE‐AJD	over	the	proposed	footprint	for	the	landfill	to	quantify	impacts	by	
acreage.	 	 Impacts	 to	wildlife	movement	were	 assessed	 based	 on	 a	 linkage	 study	 conducted	 for	 the	 south	
coast	 and	 known	habitats	 on	 the	 landfill	 from	 the	 updated	2010	 vegetation	mapping.	 	 The	County	 of	 San	
Diego	General	Plan	and	 local	 ordinances,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	Draft	North	County	MSCP,	were	 referenced	 to	
determine	 any	 potential	 impacts	 to	 regional	 or	 sub‐regional	 conservation	 goals.	 	 For	 an	 assessment	 of	
impacts	 to	 the	 golden	 eagles	 nesting	 on	 Gregory	 Mountain,	 a	 2012	 assessment	 report	 prepared	 by	 the	
Wildlife	 Research	 Institute	 as	 well	 as	 personal	 communication	 between	 PCR	 and	 the	 Wildlife	 Research	
Institute,	were	used.			

Potential	 impacts	 were	 also	 assessed	 from	 the	 proposed	 San	 Diego	 County	 Water	 Authority	 (SDCWA)	
relocation	of	 the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	 (Pipelines	1	and	2)	 running	north‐south	 through	 the	 site.	 	The	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 does	 not	 include	 the	 relocation	 of	 the	 pipelines	 and	 the	 environmental	
analysis	 assumes	 the	 pipeline	 would	 remain	 in	 their	 current	 location.	 	 However,	 because	 of	 ongoing	
negotiations,	 an	 option	 to	 relocate	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 to	 the	 west	 of	 the	 current	
location	 is	 analyzed	 for	 each	 criterion.	 	 This	 analysis	 assumes	 that	 the	 entire	 corridor	 identified	 for	 the	
relocation	of	Pipelines	1	and	2,	a	150‐foot	wide	easement	west	of	the	current	 location,	would	be	impacted	
during	construction.		Following	construction,	a	12‐foot	wide	access	road	would	be	permanently	maintained	
within	the	easement,	and	revegetation	would	occur	in	the	remaining	area.	

Off‐site	Alternatives:	The	2012	Revised	Final	EIR	for	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Alternative	was	used	to	identify	
effects	for	that	alternative.		For	the	remaining	four	alternatives,	Aspen	Road,	Gopher	Canyon	Road,	Merriam	
Mountain,	 and	East	Otay	Mesa,	potential	direct	 impacts	 to	 sensitive	vegetation	 communities	 and	 federally	
protected	 wetlands	 and	 drainages	 were	 calculated	 in	 GIS	 by	 overlaying	 the	 data	 collected	 from	 aerial	
imagery,	 as	described	above,	with	 the	 conceptual	 footprints	of	 the	off‐site	 alternatives.	 	 In	 contrast	 to	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	data	for	these	alternatives	 is	not	based	on	biological	resources	identified	
on	the	off‐site	alternative	properties	in	the	field,	or	from	detailed	engineering	plans	for	the	landfills.		For	the	
Aspen	 Road	 and	 Merriam	 Mountain	 alternatives,	 a	 visual	 comparison	 was	 made	 of	 resource	 mapping	
contained	 in	 the	 EIRs	 for	 those	properties	with	 the	 aerial	mapping	 conducted	by	PCR;	 no	digital	 data	 for	
biological	information	collected	for	the	EIRs	was	available.		Direct	impacts	to	sensitive	species	were	assumed	
based	on	the	potential	presence	of	suitable	habitat	and	any	known	occurrences	in	the	area	identified	from	
database	searches	or	existing	EIRs.		Potential	indirect	impacts	were	assumed	to	be	similar	to	those	identified	
for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	given	the	common	characteristics	of	the	landfills	for	factors	such	as	
noise	and	nighttime	 lighting.	 	 Impacts	 to	wildlife	movement	were	assessed	by	considering	a	 linkage	study	
conducted	 for	 the	 south	 coast,	 in	 addition	 to	 a	 consideration	 of	 other	 factors	 on	 the	 properties,	 such	 as	
habitats,	 corridor	widths,	 and	 connectivity	 to	 adjacent	 open	 space	 areas,	 based	on	 the	 aerial	 analysis.	 	As	
with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative,	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	 General	 Plan	 and	 local	 ordinances,	 in	
addition	 to	 the	 Draft	 North	 County	 MSCP,	 the	 South	 County	 MSCP,	 and	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 MSCP,	 as	
applicable,	 were	 referenced	 to	 determine	 any	 potential	 impacts	 to	 regional	 or	 sub‐regional	 conservation	
goals	based	on	the	assumption	of	the	presence	or	absence	of	certain	species	and	habitats.			
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4.4.3  APPLICANT’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 

4.4.3.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

Land	 Use:	 Land	 uses	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site	 include	 a	 mix	 of	 uses,	
including	 agricultural	 (such	 as	 pastures,	 citrus	 orchards,	 avocado	 groves,	 and	 associated	 agricultural	
facilities),	 large	 lot	 residences,	 scattered	 small	 communities,	 and	 occasional	 large‐scale	
commercial/industrial	 uses	 (primarily	 mining).	 	 Between	 Couser	 Canyon	 Road	 and	 the	 southern	 site	
boundary	 (i.e.,	 within	 one	 half	 mile	 of	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 footprint),	 there	 are	 approximately	 20	
residences,	with	four	structures	located	within	500	feet	of	the	site	boundary.		Pala	Rey	Ranch,	a	community	
of	 agricultural	 estate‐density	 residences,	 is	 located	 west	 of	 the	 site,	 with	 the	 two	 closest	 homes	 located	
within	1,000	 feet	of	 the	site.	 	A	sand	and	gravel	extraction	operation	was	 formerly	 located	south	of	SR	76	
north	 of	 the	 site.	 Lower	 Rice	 Canyon	 is	 located	 northwest	 of	 the	 site	 (see	 Figure	 3‐3,	Aerial	 Showing	 the	
Gregory	Canyon	Site).			

Vegetation	Communities	 and	Drainages:	The	 region	 is	 characterized	by	 large	areas	of	native	vegetation	 in	
addition	to	areas	where	native	vegetation	has	been	removed	and	replaced	by	primarily	non‐native	disturbed	
vegetation	 communities.	 	 Native	 vegetation	 communities	 in	 the	 region	 include	Diegan	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	
chaparral,	southern	riparian	forest,	and	oak	woodland	communities.		The	region	supports	many	creeks	and	
valleys	surrounded	by	steep	to	very	steep	hillsides.		The	San	Luis	Rey	River,	located	south	of	SR	76,	is	a	major	
drainage	in	the	region	and	in	San	Diego	County.		The	river	meanders	from	east	to	west	and	ultimately	drains	
to	 the	Pacific	Ocean.	 	 It	 is	densely	vegetated	primarily	with	southern	riparian	 forest	habitat	dominated	by	
willows	(Salix	sp.).	

Plant	and	Wildlife	Species:	The	region	is	occupied	by	a	variety	of	common	native	and	non‐native	plant	and	
wildlife	species,	including	many	types	of	songbirds,	raptors,	wading	birds,	small	and	large	mammals,	reptiles,	
and	 amphibians.	 	 Habitat	 is	 also	 present	 in	 the	 region	 for	 federal,	 state	 and	 local	 special	 status	 species	
including,	but	not	limited	to,	the	following:	

 Plants:	 chaparral	 nolina	 (Nolina	 cismontana),	 engelmann	 oak	 (Quercus	 engelmannii),	 felt‐leaved	
monardella	 (Monardella	 hypoleuca	 ssp.	 lanata),	 mesa	 horkelia	 (Horkelia	 cuneata	 ssp.	 puberula),	
Parry’s	 tetracoccus	 (Tetracoccus	 dioicus),	 Robinson’s	 peppergrass	 (Lepidium	 virginicum	 var.	
robinsonii).	

 Mammals:	 Dulzura	 pocket	 mouse	 (Chaetodipus	 californicus	 femoralis),	 San	 Diego	 desert	 woodrat	
(Neotoma	 lepida	 intermedia),	 southern	 mule	 deer	 (Odocoileus	 hemionus	 fuliginatus),	 Stephen’s	
kangaroo	rat.	

 Birds:	 coastal	 cactus	 wren	 (Campylorhynchus	 brunneicapillus	 sandiegensis),	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher,	common	barn	owl	(Tyto	alba),	Cooper’s	hawk	(Accipiter	cooperii),	golden	eagle	(Aquila	
chrysaetos),	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 red‐shouldered	 hawk	 (Buteo	 lineatus),	 southern	 California	 rufous‐
crowned	 sparrow	 (Aimophila	 ruficeps	canescens),	 southwestern	willow	 flycatcher,	white‐tailed	kite	
(Elanus	 leucurus),	 yellow‐breasted	 chat	 (Icteria	 virens),	 yellow	 warbler	 (Dendroica	 petechia	
brewsteri).	
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 Amphibians/Reptiles/Insects:	 arroyo	 toad,	 San	 Diego	 horned	 lizard	 (Phrynosoma	 coronatum	
blainvillii),	 northern	 red	 diamond	 rattlesnake	 (Crotalus	 ruber),	 orangethroat	whiptail	 (Aspidoscelis	
hyperythra),	coastal	rosy	boa	(Charina	trivirgata	roseofusca),	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly.	

Local Setting 

The	local	setting	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	landfill	site	is	considered	to	be	the	site	itself	(see	Appendix	4.4‐A,	
Section	3.1).		This	includes	the	parcel	assemblage	area	for	the	landfill,	ancillary	facilities,	and	on	site	habitat	
mitigation	areas,	totaling	an	area	of	approximately	1,784.6	acres.		The	site	is	located	on	the	north	and	south	
sides	of	SR	76,	approximately	3.5	miles	east	of	I‐15,	and	both	north	and	south	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		The	
site	is	bounded	on	the	east	by	the	Pala	Indian	Reservation	(including	a	portion	of	Gregory	Mountain)	and	to	
the	south	by	Couser	Canyon,	which	hosts	agricultural	estate‐density	residential	developments.				

Land	 Use:	 The	 site	 consists	 of	 undeveloped	 land	 and	 land	 formerly	 disturbed	 by	 agricultural	 and	 dairy	
operations.	 	 The	 site	 is	 crossed	 by	 the	 floodplain	 of	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River,	 which	 extends	 from	 its	
headwaters	near	Mount	Palomar	to	the	Pacific	Ocean.	 	Approximately	172	acres	of	 the	site,	predominately	
within	 the	 river	 floodplain,	 have	 been	 disturbed	 by	 the	 previous	 dairy	 and	 homestead	 activities.	 	 The	
majority	of	 the	 former	dairy	operation	 is	situated	adjacent	 to	 the	northern	edge	of	 the	river	where	 fenced	
corrals,	 feeding	 facilities	 and	 several	 homesteads	were	 situated.	 	 South	 of	 the	 river,	 there	 are	 open	 fields	
formerly	 used	 for	 cattle	 grazing	 and	 a	 homestead	 for	 the	 dairy	 operator.	 	 A	 wooden	 bridge,	 formerly	
connecting	the	two	sides	of	the	dairy	operations	was	washed	out	in	1995	by	storm	flows.		An	unpaved,	low‐
flow	crossing	of	the	river	exists	adjacent	to	the	damaged	bridge	structure.		East‐west	trending	SR	76	bisects	
the	site	from	the	southwest	to	the	northeast.		

A	portion	of	Gregory	Mountain	is	also	located	within	the	site.		The	remainder	of	the	site,	including	the	upper	
elevations	of	the	site,	Gregory	Canyon	and	the	slopes	of	Gregory	Mountain,	supports	native	and	non‐native	
vegetation	 communities.	 	 Elevations	 in	 the	 site	 range	 from	 approximately	 280	 feet	 above	mean	 sea	 level	
(amsl)	near	the	SR	76	to	approximately	1,840	feet	amsl	on	Gregory	Mountain.	

Plant	Communities:	The	site	supports	23	plant	communities	composed	of	disturbed	(primarily	non‐native)	
and	undisturbed	 (primarily	native)	upland	and	 riparian	vegetation	 communities,	 in	 addition	 to	developed	
areas.	 	Table	4.4‐1,	Plant	Communities,	 lists	each	of	the	plant	communities	observed	as	well	as	the	acreage	
they	 cover	 within	 the	 site.	 	 The	 locations	 of	 each	 of	 the	 plant	 communities	within	 the	 site	 are	 shown	 in		
Appendix	G,	Figure	D‐1,	Plant	Communities.	

The	 following	 vegetation	 communities	 observed	 on	 the	 site	 are	 sensitive	 pursuant	 to	 County	 guidelines	
(including	the	Draft	North	County	Plan):	coastal	sage	scrub,	coastal	sage	scrub/chaparral,	native	perennial	
grassland,	 coast	 live	 oak	 woodland,	 cottonwood/willow	 riparian	 forest,	 southern	 willow	 scrub,	 mule	 fat	
scrub,	and	open	channels	and	ponds	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	floodplain.	Also,	the	riparian	vegetation	
(i.e.,	cottonwood/willow	riparian	forest,	southern	willow	scrub,	mule	 fat	scrub),	open	channels,	and	ponds	
are	regulated	by	federal	and	state	agencies	within	their	jurisdictional	limits.	

Federally	Protected	Species	and	their	Habitats:	Based	on	the	most	recent	survey	data	provided	in	Appendix	
G,	 it	was	determined	 that	 three	 federally‐listed	 species	 occupy	 the	 site,	 including	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	Bell’s	
vireo,	 and	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher.	 	 Coastal	 California	 gnatcatchers	 have	 been	 seen	 on	 only	 two	
occasions	on	the	site	in	22	years	with	no	breeding	activities	observed.		Designated	critical	habitat	for	all	of	
these	species	also	occurs	within	the	site,	and	golden	eagle	is	known	to	occur	nearby	on	Gregory	Mountain.		
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Based	on	data	collected,	it	was	concluded	that	three	species	and	their	designated	critical	habitat	are	absent	
from	 the	 site,	 namely	Quino	 checkerspot	 butterfly,	 southern	 California	 steelhead,	 and	 Stephen’s	 kangaroo	
rat.	 	 In	addition,	 the	2007	Revised	Final	EIR	 for	 the	site	concluded	no	 federally	 threatened	or	endangered	
plant	species	were	observed.		A	summary	of	all	the	species	observed	on	the	site	is	provided	below.	

Quino	 Checkerspot	 Butterfly	 (FE,	 CS):	 The	 site	 is	 not	 located	within	 any	 proposed	 or	 designated	 USFWS	
designated	critical	habitat	for	the	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly.		USFWS	protocol	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly	
surveys	 were	 conducted	 within	 the	 site	 in	 1998,	 2000,	 and	 2005	 by	 various	 biologists.	 	 The	 reports	
documenting	the	results	of	these	surveys	are	provided	in	Appendix	G,	Survey	Results	for	Quino	Checkerspot	
Butterfly.	 	Although	the	host	plants	for	the	species,	namely	California	plantain	(Plantago	erecta)	and	purple	
owl’s	clover	(Castilleja	exserta),	and	adult	habitat,	occur	on	site,	this	species	was	not	observed	during	any	of	
the	surveys	and	is	considered	to	be	absent	from	the	site.			

Table 4.4‐1
 

Plant Communities 

	
Plant Community  Acreage 

Agricultural	Land	 58.4	
Agricultural	Land	/	Developed	 101.5	
Chaparral	 287.6	
Cottonwood‐Willow	Riparian	Forest	 31.2	
Disturbed	Cottonwood‐Willow	Riparian	Forest	 1.1	
Coastal	Sage	Scrub	 823.1	
Disturbed	Coastal	Sage	Scrub	 1.3	
Coastal	Sage	Scrub	/	Non‐Native	Grassland	 45.0	
Disturbed	Coastal	Sage	Scrub	/	Non‐Native	Grassland	 2.3	
Coastal	Sage	Scrub	/	Chaparral	 89.1	
Developed	 2.9	
Disturbed	Habitat	 16.0	
Disturbed	Southern	Willow	Scrub	 2.5	
Coast	Live	Oak	Woodland	 60.7	
Mulefat	Scrub	 0.5	
Native	Perennial	Grassland	 0.5	
Non‐Native	Grassland	 58.9	
Non‐Native	Grassland	/	Coastal	Sage	Scrub	 12.5	
Open	Channel	 6.3	
Olives	 0.6	
Ornamental	 3.7	
Pond	 2.1	
Rock	Outcrop	/	Chaparral	 138.6	
Southern	Willow	Scrub	 38.2	
Total	 1,784.6	a	
   

a   The site area includes approximately 13 acres owned by SDG&E as well as easements through the 
site (i.e., SR 76) 

 
Sources: PCR, 2011; URS, 2007; Helix 2002 
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Southern	California	Steelhead	(FE,	SSC):	The	site	 is	not	 located	within	any	proposed	or	USFWS	designated	
critical	habitat	for	the	southern	California	steelhead.		Southern	California	steelhead	surveys	were	conducted	
within	 the	site	by	ECORP	Consulting,	 Inc.	 (ECORP)	 in	2010.	 	The	reports	documenting	 the	results	of	 these	
surveys	are	provided	in	Appendix	G,	Survey	Results	for	Southern	California	Steelhead.		No	southern	California	
steelhead	were	observed	during	the	surveys.		The	only	fish	observed	included	largemouth	bass	(Micropterus	
salmoides),	green	sunfish	(Lepomis	cyanellus),	and	mosquito	fish	(Gambusia	affinis).		Based	on	an	assessment	
of	the	site,	habitat	for	southern	California	steelhead	is	suboptimal,	and	therefore,	the	species	is	considered	to	
be	absent.			

Arroyo	 Toad	 (FE,	 SSC,	 CS):	 The	 site	 occupies	 approximately	 341.7	 acres	 of	 the	 final	 revised	 designated	
critical	habitat	for	arroyo	toad	(see	Appendix	G,	Figure	D‐2,	Arroyo	Toad	Designated	Critical	Habitat).		Based	
on	an	 assessment	of	 on‐site	habitat,	 the	 actual	 area	 supporting	arroyo	 toad	primary	 constituent	 elements	
(PCEs)	is	262.0	acres	(see	Appendix	G,	Figure	D‐3,	Designated	Critical	Habitat	Supporting	Arroyo	Toad	PCEs).			

Arroyo	 toads	 were	 surveyed	 on	 the	 site	 in	 1995,	 1998,	 2000,	 2003,	 2005,	 and	 2006/2007	 by	 various	
biologists	during	protocol	surveys,	and	during	non‐protocol	surveys.		The	number	of	arroyo	toads	observed	
on	 the	 site	 varied	per	year,	 including	25	 in	1995,	 three	 in	1998,	35	 in	2000,	 four	 in	2003,	11‐15	 toads	 in	
2005,	 and	 three	 in	2006/2007.	 	Observations	of	 arroyo	 toad	during	protocol	 surveys	 conducted	 in	 	1998,	
2000,	and	2003	are	mapped	in	Appendix	G,	Figure	D‐4,	Years	1998,	2000	and	2003	Arroyo	Toad	Locations.21		
Documentation	supporting	the	results	of	these	surveys	is	provided	in	Appendix	G,	Survey	Results	for	Arroyo	
Toad.	

Least	Bell’s	Vireo	 (FE,	 SE,	CS):	The	site	occupies	approximately	284.3	acres	of	 the	 final	designated	critical	
habitat	 for	 least	Bell’s	vireo	(see	G,	Figure	D‐5,	Least	Bell’s	Vireo	Designated	Critical	Habitat).	 	Based	on	an	
assessment	of	on‐site	habitat,	the	actual	area	supporting	least	Bell’s	vireo	PCEs	is	97.0	acres	(see	Appendix	G,	
Figure	D‐6,	Designated	Critical	Habitat	Supporting	Least	Bell’s	Vireo	PCEs).	

Least	Bell’s	vireo	were	surveyed	on	the	site	in	1993,	1995,	1998,	2000,	2003,	and	2010	by	various	biologists	
during	 protocol	 and	 non‐protocol	 surveys.	 	 The	 number	 of	 birds	 observed	 on	 the	 site	 varied	 per	 year,	
including	three	to	four	pairs	in	1993,	two	unpaired	and	un‐territorial	males	in	1995,	four	territorial	males	in	
1998,	 five	 territorial	males	 in	2000,	11	pairs	 in	2003,	and	eight	pairs	and	one	solitary	male	 in	2010	(with	
four	pairs	confirmed	nesting,	of	which	two	were	observed	to	nest	successfully).			Observations	of	least	Bell’s	
vireo	between	2000	and	2010	are	mapped	in	Appendix	G,	Figure	D‐7,	Years	2000,	2003	and	2010	Least	Bell’s	
Vireo	Locations.	 	Documentation	supporting	the	results	of	 these	surveys	 is	provided	 in	Appendix	G,	Survey	
Results	for	Least	Bell’s	Vireo.			

Southwestern	Willow	 Flycatcher	 (FE,	 SE,	 CS):	 Approximately	 83.4	 acres	 of	 the	 site	 is	 designated	 critical	
habitat	 for	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher	 (see	 Appendix	 G,	 Figure	 D‐8,	 Southwestern	Willow	 Flycatcher	
Designated	 Critical	 Habitat).	 	 Based	 on	 an	 assessment	 of	 on‐site	 habitat,	 the	 actual	 area	 supporting	
southwestern	willow	flycatcher	PCEs	is	94.5	acres	(see	Appendix	G,	Figure	D‐9,	Designated	Critical	Habitat	
Supporting	Southwestern	Willow	Flycatcher	PCEs).	

																																																													
21	 	Data	for	the	locations	of	arroyo	toads	observed	in	1995,	2005	and	2006/2007	were	not	available	and	are	therefore	not	mapped	on	

this	figure.	
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Southwestern	willow	flycatchers	were	documented	as	occurring	within	the	site	in	1995	and	2000	by	various	
biologists	during	protocol	and	non‐protocol	surveys.	 	The	number	of	birds	observed	on	the	site	varied	per	
year,	 including	 three	 migrants	 in	 1995,	 none	 in	 1998,	 two	 territorial	 males	 in	 2000,	 and	 none	 in	 2010.			
Observations	of	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	in	2000	are	mapped	in	Appendix	G,	Figure	D‐10,	Year	2000	
Southwestern	 Willow	 Flycatcher	 Locations.	 	 Documentation	 supporting	 the	 results	 of	 these	 surveys	 is	
provided	in	Appendix	G,	Survey	Results	for	Southwestern	Willow	Flycatcher.		

Coastal	 California	 Gnatcatcher	 (FT,	 SSC,	 CS):	 Approximately	 1,160.3	 acres	 of	 the	 site	 is	 within	 the	 final	
revised	designated	critical	habitat	 for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	 (see	Appendix	G,	Figure	D‐11,	Coastal	
California	Gnatcatcher	Designated	Critical	Habitat).	 	 Based	 on	 an	 assessment	 of	 on‐site	 habitat,	 the	 actual	
area	 supporting	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 PCEs	 is	 1,604.2	 acres	 (see	 Appendix	 G,	 Figure	 D‐12,	
Designated	Critical	Habitat	Supporting	Coastal	California	Gnatcatcher	PCEs).	

Coastal	California	gnatcatchers	were	documented	as	occurring	within	the	site	in	in	1995	and	1998	by	various	
biologists	during	protocol	surveys.		The	number	of	birds	observed	on	the	site	has	been	low,	including	a	single	
male	 in	1995	and	one	 individual	 in	1998.	 	Surveys	conducted	 in	1989,	1991,	1992,	1993,	2000,	2005	and	
2010	 did	 not	 detect	 any	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatchers	 within	 the	 site.	 	 Documentation	 supporting	 the	
results	of	these	surveys	is	provided	in	G,	Survey	Results	for	Coastal	California	Gnatcatchers.			

Stephen’s	Kangaroo	Rat	 (FE,	 ST):	Critical	habitat	has	not	been	designated	 for	 Stephen’s	kangaroo	 rat,	 and	
none	were	observed	within	the	site	during	surveys	conducted	in	1992	and	1997	by	various	biologists.		Based	
on	an	assessment	of	on	site	habitat,	site	is	considered	to	have	little	or	no	potential	to	support	the	Stephens’	
kangaroo	 rat	 due	 to	 disturbances	 on	 the	 site	 and	 the	 distance	 from	 known	 areas	 of	 occupied	 Stephens’	
kangaroo	rat	habitat.		Thus,	it	was	determined	that	there	is	little	to	no	potential	for	this	species	to	occupy	the	
site.	

Golden	Eagle	(SFP,	CS):	Gregory	Mountain	is	currently	occupied	by	a	breeding	pair	of	golden	eagles	that	has	
been	monitored	consistently	by	the	Wildlife	Research	Institute,	Inc.	(WRI)	since	1988.		Historical	records	at	
Gregory	Mountain	date	back	to	1930,	and	WRI’s	records	continue	through	2011.	 	The	core	nest	site	of	this	
territory	 has	 varied	 over	 time,	 but	 the	 pair	 has	 continued	 breeding	 despite	 human	 activity	 in	 the	 area	
including	traffic	along	SR	76	and	activities	from	the	former	Fenton	Sand	mine,	including	trucks,	loaders	and	
excavating	 cranes	 that	 were	 constantly	 operated.	 	 This	 circumstance	 suggests	 that	 the	 breeding	 pair	 is	
acquiring	 a	 level	 of	 desensitization	 to	 human	 activity.	 	 Neighboring	 territories,	 however,	 have	 become	
extirpated.		Based	on	a	long‐running	study	by	WRI	of	Golden	Eagles	in	the	Western	Hemisphere,	San	Diego	
County	 has	 a	 well‐documented	 history	 that	 shows	 a	 reduction	 of	 over	 40	 percent	 of	 the	 golden	 eagle	
population	over	 the	 last	60	years.	 	Most	of	 these	eagle	 losses	have	occurred	 in	 the	western	portion	of	San	
Diego	County;	Gregory	Canyon	is	currently	one	of	the	western‐most	surviving	nesting	pairs	of	Golden	Eagles.	
The	 only	 other	 pairs	 nesting	 further	 west	 are	 two	 pairs	 both	 located	 on	 Camp	 Pendleton	 Marine	 Base.		
Golden	 eagles	 are	 sensitive	 to	 human	 activity,	 and	 are	 known	 to	 fly	 away	 from	 their	 nest	 when	 humans	
approach	from	up	to	one‐half	mile	away.			

State	Protected	Species:	 	Based	on	previous	field	studies,22	no	plant	species	considered	state	threatened	or	
endangered	 were	 observed	 on	 the	 landfill	 site,	 and	 only	 two	 species	 with	 CRPR	 listings	 were	 detected,	

																																																													
22		 County	of	San	Diego	Environmental	Health.	2007	Revised	Final	EIR.	State	Clearinghouse	No.	1995061007.	
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specifically	rainbow	manzanita	(Arctostaphylos	rainbowensis)	(CRPR	List	1B.1)	and	Engelmann	oak	(Quercus 
engelmannii) (CRPR	List	4.2).		Only	one	individual	rainbow	manzanita	was	observed	on	the	site	in	1991,	and	
none	 were	 found	 during	 subsequent	 surveys	 in	 May	 1998	 and	 2002.	 	 Therefore,	 rainbow	 manzanita	 is	
presumed	to	be	absent	from	the	landfill	site.		Based	on	a	1991	oak	tree	inventory,	25	Engelmann	oaks	were	
observed	interspersed	among	the	more	common	coast	live	oaks	on	the	site.	

In	addition	to	the	state‐listed	species	that	are	also	federally	listed	and	described	above,	including	least	Bell’s	
vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	two	California	SSC	species	were	also	observed	on	the	site,	namely	
cactus	 wren	 (Campylorhynchus	 brunneicapillus)	 and	 San	 Diego	 black‐tailed	 jackrabbit	 (Lepus	 californicus	
bennettii).23		At	least	three	bat	species	(based	on	size	differences	and	flight	behavior)	were	observed	foraging	
over	the	site	at	twilight.	There	was	no	identification	to	species	level,	and	focused	surveys	for	bats	were	not	
conducted.		

Jurisdictional	Waters	and	Wetlands:	Based	on	AJD	letters	issued	by	the	USACE	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	 site,	 the	 site	 supports	 38	 acres	 of	 USACE	 jurisdictional	 waters	 and	 wetlands.	 	 The	 38	 acres	
include	approximately	37.3	acres	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	a	Relatively	Permanent	Water	(RPW),	and	
0.70	 acre	 within	 one	 of	 its	 tributaries,	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 drainage.	 	 Of	 the	 37.3	 acres	 of	 jurisdictional	
waters	of	 the	U.S.	within	 the	San	Luis	Rey,	a	 total	of	28.3	acres	are	wetlands	and	9	acres	are	non‐wetland	
waters.		No	wetlands	occur	within	the	Gregory	Canyon	drainage.		CDFG	jurisdictional	streambed	and	riparian	
habitat,	and	RWQCB	waters	of	the	state,	are	also	associated	with	these	drainages.		The	San	Luis	Rey	River	is	a	
perennial	 drainage	 that	 extends	 approximately	 69	 miles	 from	 its	 headwaters	 in	 the	 Cleveland	 National	
Forest	near	Palomar	Mountain,	to	the	Pacific	Ocean	north	of	the	City	of	Oceanside.		Flows	in	the	river	are	low	
during	most	of	the	year,	but	large	flows	can	be	experienced	during	winter	storms.		The	San	Luis	Rey	River	is	
vegetated	with	 riparian	 habitats,	 primarily	 those	 characterized	 as	 cottonwood‐willow	 riparian	 forest	 and	
southern	willow	scrub,	in	addition	to	unvegetated	open	channel.		This	habitat	provides	foraging	and	nesting	
sites	for	protected	and	local	wildlife	species,	and	also	acts	as	a	wildlife	corridor	for	large	mammals	and	birds.		
Protected	 species	 known	 to	 occur	within	 the	 San	 Luis	 River	 include	 populations	 of	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	
arroyo	toad,	in	addition	to	migrant	southwestern	willow	flycatchers.	

Existing	Ambient	Noise	Levels	and	Wildlife	Habitat:	 	Given	 that	noise	has	 the	potential	 to	adversely	affect	
species	 existing	 ambient	 noise	 levels	 were	 measured	 at	 two	 locations	 on	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 site.	 	 Table	 4.4‐2,	Existing	Ambient	Noise	Measurement	Levels	 (Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
Site),	provides	the	noise	levels	at	the	two	locations	shown	on	Figure	4.4‐1,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	–
Habitat	Noise	Measurement	Locations.	

4.4.3.2  Design Features from the Gregory Canyon EIR 

The	Gregory	Canyon	site	was	the	subject	of	a	1994	initiative,	Proposition	C,	which	designated	the	site	for	a	
landfill	and	required	a	minimum	of	1,313	acres	of	the	property	to	be	dedicated	as	permanent	natural	open	
space	for	the	long‐term	preservation	of	sensitive	habitat	and	species.		The	proposed	open	space	area,	shown	
on	Figure	3‐12,	would	exclude	the	landfill	 footprint	and	all	existing	easements	on	the	property,	and	would	

																																																													
23		 Ibid.	
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include	existing	habitat	areas	as	well	as	habitats	to	be	restored	and	enhanced.		Dedication	of	the	open	space24	
would	occur	prior	to	operation,	and	the	open	space	would	also	be	managed	in	perpetuity	for	the	protection	
of	 sensitive	 habitats	 and	 species.	 	 Section	 5N	 of	 Proposition	 C	 contains	 the	 following	 general	 measures	
relative	to	potential	biological	impacts	and	litter	control	(invasive,	non‐native	plant	species),	herein	referred	
to	as	design	features	(DF):	

 DF	4.9.C5N.	Biological	Impacts.	Requires	all	sensitive	species	and	habitats	that	are	impacted	to	be	
mitigated	as	required	by	USFWS	pursuant	to	the	Section	7	consultation.	

 DF	4.16.C5C.	Litter	Control.	Requires	inspection	and	cleanup	of	all	litter	and	illegal	dumping	which	
occurs	on,	or	adjacent	to,	the	landfill	access	road	and	a	portion	of	SR	76.				

As	mandated	pursuant	to	CEQA,	the	proposed	landfill	would	include	implementation	of	a	Habitat	Restoration	
and	 Resource	 Management	 Plan	 (HRRMP)25	 on	 site	 (DF	 4.9‐18)	 that	 would	 compensate	 for	 significant	
cumulative	 impacts	 to	 biological	 resources	 identified	 through	 the	 CEQA	 process.	 	 The	 HRRMP	 would	
establish	 or	 enhance	 native	 habitats	 in	 existing	 undeveloped,	 developed,	 and	 disturbed	 areas	 on	 the	 site.		
Additional	 details	 on	 the	 HRRMP	 are	 included	 in	 Chapter	 3	 of	 this	 EIS,	 and	 the	 HRRMP	 is	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 G.	 	 The	 HRRMP	 would	 include	 establishment	 of	 riparian	 and	 upland/transitional	 habitats,	
including	oak	woodland,	chaparral,	native	grassland,	and	coastal	sage	scrub,	 in	addition	to	restoration	and	
enhancement	of	riparian	habitats.		The	establishment	and	restoration/enhancement	would	total	131.4	acres	
of	upland	areas	and	81.2	acres	of	riparian	areas	within	the	portion	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	on	the	property,	
as	shown	on	Figure	3‐13.	

In	addition	to	the	1,313	acres	of	open	space	mandated	by	Proposition	C	and	the	HRRMP	required	pursuant	to	
CEQA,	as	described	above,	additional	design	features	summarized	below	are	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative.	

Construction Design Features 

 Dairy	 removal	would	occur	as	part	of	 the	 initial	 construction	phase,	which	would	enhance	wildlife	
foraging	 opportunities,	 remove	 a	 significant	 cowbird	 attractant	 and	 reduce	 existing	 edge	 effects	
adjacent	to	the	river.	

 Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	would	only	be	used	during	the	initial	construction	period	and	then	during	
landfill	 closure	 beginning	 in	 approximately	 year	 25	 and	would	 be	 revegetated	with	 native	 species	
between	use	periods	and	after	final	landfill	closure.	

 The	 haul	 road	 to	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A	 would	 only	 be	 used	 during	 the	 initial	 nine‐month	
construction	 period	 and	 at	 final	 landfill	 closure	 beginning	 in	 approximately	 year	 25.	 No	
improvements	to	the	internal	haul	road	are	required;	the	only	grading	would	occur	where	turnouts	
are	proposed	on	the	site	plan.	

																																																													
24		 As	 indicated	 in	Proposition	C,	 the	open	 space	would	be	dedicated	 to	 the	County	of	 San	Diego,	 the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	 Indians,	

another	public	agency,	or	a	resource	conservation	group	selected	by	the	applicant.				
25		 Previous	CEQA	documents	for	the	proposed	landfill	made	reference	to	a	habitat	enhancement	plan,	a	habitat	enhancement	program,	

and/or	a	Wetland	Mitigation	and	Habitat	Enhancement	Plan.	 	These	documents	have	now	been	incorporated	into	one,	namely	the	
HRRMP.		Therefore,	any	mention	herein	of	the	habitat	enhancement	plan,	habitat	enhancement	program,	or	Wetland	Mitigation	and	
Habitat	Enhancement	Plan	is	referring	to	the	HRRMP.	
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Table 4.4‐2 
 

Existing Ambient Noise Measurement Levels (Applicant’s Proposed Alternative Site) 
	

Measurement  One‐Hour Noise Levels (dBA) A  Daytime Noise Levels (dBA) H 

Location B   Description  Duration 

LEQ 
2000/ 
2012 

Lmax 

2000/ 
2012 

Lmin 

2000/ 
2012  L10  L50  L90 

Minimum 
Hourly LEQ 

Average 
LEQ

i 

Arithmetic 
average noise 

level 
j  L90  CNEL 

LBV‐1	 Wildlife	Habitat	 24‐hours	 53.9/	
NA	

77.4/	
NA	

36.4/	
NA	

47.9	 42.6	 37.7	 38.9	 47.0	 44.5	 35.7	 49.4	

	LBV‐2	 Wildlife	Habitat	 24‐hours	 47.7/	
NA	

65.6/	
NA	

35.6/	
NA	

47.8	 42.3	 38.9	 38.1	 42.9	 43.3	 35.0	 48.6	

   

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2002 and 2012 
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 The	 low‐flow	 crossing	 would	 only	 be	 used	 during	 initial	 construction	 (and	 would	 be	 abandoned	
following	 completion	 of	 the	 bridge)	 during	 daylight	 hours.	 Access	 road	 and	 bridge	 construction	
would	 occur	 during	 daylight	 hours	 when	 wildlife	 movement	 by	 species	 such	 as	 mammals	 is	 less	
frequent. 26	

 The	bridge	pilings	would	be	drilled	in	place,	rather	than	driven,	to	minimize	construction	noise.	

 Riparian	habitat	adjacent	to	the	proposed	bridge	structure	would	only	be	cleared	beneath	and	within	
50	feet	of	the	east	side	of	the	structure.	

 Diversion	structure	placement	to	avoid	 impacts	 from	debris	 flow	would	not	occur	during	the	eagle	
breeding	season.	

Operational Design Features 

 Upon	final	closure,	 the	remaining	undedicated	portions	of	 the	 landfill	site	would	be	placed	 in	open	
space	in	perpetuity.	

 Excavation	 and	 filling	 of	 the	 landfill	would	 be	 phased	 to	minimize	 ground	 disturbance	 and	would	
only	occur	during	the	operational	hours	of	the	landfill.	

 Native	 vegetative	 cover	 would	 be	 established	 on	 disturbed	 areas,	 including	 the	 borrow/stockpile	
areas	and	landfill	footprint.	

 Landfill	 perimeter	 fencing	would	 allow	 for	wildlife	movement	where	 topography	 is	 the	 barrier	 to	
human	access	during	the	life	of	 the	landfill.	The	chain‐link	fencing	would	be	replaced	with	three	to	
five	strand	wire	fencing	at	the	time	of	closure	of	the	landfill.	

 The	block	of	habitat	between	the	 two	Borrow/Stockpile	Areas	would	be	maintained	to	provide	 for	
riparian	to	upland	movement	opportunities	for	most	species.	

 The	 deck	 of	 the	 bridge	 would	 be	 17.5	 feet	 above	 the	 river	 bed	 allowing	 for	 wildlife	 movement	
underneath.	

 The	bridge	support	would	consist	of	five	sets	of	two	bridge	pilings	separated	by	more	than	100	feet	
to	allow	wildlife	movement	under	the	bridge.	

 Reflective	strips	would	be	used	on	the	inside	structure	of	the	bridge.	No	lighting	would	be	installed	
on	the	bridge.	

 Slow	traffic	speeds	would	be	required	on	the	access	road	and	bridge	to	reduce	potential	impacts	to	
wildlife	(for	example,	birds	potentially	being	struck	as	they	fly	across	the	bridge).	

 The	 entire	 access	 road	 (including	 bridge)	 would	 be	 gated	 and	 locked	 to	 prevent	 human	 access	
during	the	non‐operational	hours	of	the	landfill.	

 Low	impact,	focused,	and	shielded	lighting	would	be	installed	at	the	facilities	area	for	security.	

 A	minimum	of	a	100‐foot	riparian	buffer	would	be	maintained	between	the	 landfill	operations	and	
the	river	habitat,	except	where	the	access	road/bridge	crosses	the	river.	

																																																													
26		 The	low‐flow	crossing	has	been	destroyed	since	development	of	this	construction	feature	and	is	no	longer	available	for	use.		However,	

an	alternative	crossing	on	the	adjacent	property	has	been	identified	and	would	be	subject	to	the	same	conditions	of	use	as	the	low‐
flow	crossing,	including	use	only	for	initial	construction	and	during	daylight	hours.	
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 Rock	crushing/processing	and	tire	shredding	would	occur	within	the	landfill	footprint	at	least	1,500	
feet	from	the	nearest	least	Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	habitat.	

 Vector	control	measures,	including	the	use	of	daily	cover,	would	be	implemented	to	prevent	nuisance	
species	 attracted	 to	 the	 landfill	 to	 cause	 predation	 impacts	 on	 native	 species.	 The	 methods	 for	
controlling	or	deterring	nuisance	species	would	be	compatible	with	native	species	protection.	

 No	permanent	sources	of	standing	or	flowing	water	would	be	produced	on	site	to	prevent	increased	
amphibian	predation	by	non‐native	ants	and	bullfrogs.	

 The	relocated	electrical	 transmission	 lines	would	be	parallel	 to	 the	existing	 topography	of	Gregory	
Mountain	to	avoid	indirect	impacts	on	the	golden	eagle	and	other	raptors.	

 Litter	 control	 and	 removal	 would	 minimize	 the	 introduction	 of	 invasive	 non‐native	 plant	 species	
caused	by	illegal	dumping	of	lawn	and	garden	clippings,	trash	and	other	refuse.	

 An	18‐	to	20‐foot	berm	would	be	constructed	and	maintained	along	the	northern	edge	of	the	landfill	
footprint	 between	 the	 facilities	 area	 and	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 to	 reduce	 Phase	 I	 daily	 operational	
noise	levels	to	sensitive	habitat.	

In	addition	the	design	features	listed	above,	the	following	summarizes	mitigation	measures	that	would	also	
be	 required	 under	 CEQA	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 pursuant	 to	 a	 Mitigation	
Monitoring	 and	 Reporting	 Program	 (MMRP)	 adopted	 by	 the	 San	 Diego	 DEH	 on	May	 13,	 2011.	 	 As	 these	
measures	would	be	required	as	part	of	the	landfill,	they	are	referred	to	and	considered	as	design	features	in	
this	EIS.		The	MMRP	with	the	full	text	of	the	measures	is	included	in	Appendix	A	of	this	EIS. 27	

General Measures 

 DF	4.9a.	Pre‐construction	Meeting.	Requires	a	pre‐construction	meeting	with	a	qualified	biologist	
and	 construction	 personnel	 to	 explain	 work	 areas,	 sensitive	 habitats	 and	 species	 on	 site,	 and	
potential	consequences	of	any	violations.	

 DF	4.9b:	Proposition	C	Mitigation.	Requires	that	 if	any	mitigation	on	the	landfill	site	provided	by	
Proposition	C	violates	any	provision	of	Proposition	C,	or	cannot	be	used	for	compliance	with	CEQA	
because	 of	 Proposition	 C,	 then	 those	 mitigation	 measures	 shall	 be	 construed	 to	 mandate	 off	 site	
acquisition	of	habitat.	

Vegetation Communities 

 DF	4.9‐1a.	Coastal	Sage	Scrub	Mitigation.	Requires	mitigation	at	a	minimum	2:1	ratio	for	impacts	
to	coastal	sage	scrub	and	coastal	sage	scrub/chaparral	through	either	on	site	or	off	site	preservation	
in	perpetuity	as	open	space.	

 DF	4.9‐1b.	Coast	Live	Oak	Mitigation.	Requires	mitigation	at	a	minimum	3:1	ratio	 for	 impacts	 to	
coast	live	oak	woodland	through	on	site	establishment.	

 DF	4.9‐1c.	Native	Grassland	Mitigation.	Requires	mitigation	at	a	minimum	3:1	ratio	for	impacts	to	
native	perennial	grassland	through	off	site	acquisition.		

																																																													
27	 MM	 4.9‐20	 from	 the	MMRP	 pertaining	 to	 the	Olivenhain	 reservoir	 site	 construction	 is	 no	 longer	 applicable	 and,	 as	 such,	 is	 not	

included	in	this	section.	
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 DF	 4.9‐1d.	 Southern	Willow	 Scrub	Mitigation.	 Requires	 mitigation	 at	 a	 minimum	 4:1	 ratio	 for	
impacts	to	southern	willow	scrub	and	disturbed	southern	willow	scrub	by	the	on	site	establishment	
or	enhancement	of	in‐kind	habitat	within	a	dedicated	open	space	area.	

 DF	 4.9‐1e.	Open	 Channel	Mitigation.	 Requires	 mitigation	 for	 impacts	 to	 open	 channel	 through	
implementation	of	the	habitat	enhancement	plan,	now	referred	to	as	the	HRRMP	(described	in	MM	
4.9‐18).	

 DF	4.9‐1f.	Cottonwood	Willow	Riparian	Mitigation.	Requires	mitigation	at	 a	minimum	4:1	 ratio	
for	impacts	to	cottonwood	willow	riparian	forest	by	the	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	of	in‐
kind	habitat	within	a	dedicated	open	space	area.	

 DF	4.9‐1g.	Chaparral	and	Non‐Native	Grassland	Mitigation.	Requires	mitigation	 at	 a	minimum	
0.5:1	ratio	for	 impacts	to	chaparral	and	non‐native	grassland	through	off	site	acquisition	of	 in‐kind	
habitat	within	the	unincorporated	area	of	San	Diego	County.	

 DF	4.9‐1h.	Fencing.	Requires	 temporary	 construction	 fencing	 outside	 the	 delineated	 boundary	 of	
dedicated	 open	 space	 where	 it	 interfaces	 with	 impact	 areas,	 and	 permanent	 fencing	 with	 signs	
around	the	mitigation	areas.		

Plant Species 

 DF	 4.9‐2.	 Engelmann	 Oak	 Mitigation.	 Requires	 replacement	 of	 Engelmann	 oak	 trees	 at	 a	 3:1	
minimum	replacement	acreage	 (based	on	canopy	area)	 in	 the	 same	acquisition	parcel	 as	 the	 coast	
live	oak	mitigation,	if	possible	(see	MM	4.9‐1b).		

Animal Species 

 DF	 4.9‐3a.	 Arroyo	 Toad	 Habitat	 Enhancement.	 Requires	 implementation	 of	 the	 habitat	
enhancement	program,	now	referred	to	as	the	HRRMP	(described	in	MM	4.9‐18),	 in	addition	to	the	
riparian	habitat	establishment	in	MM	4.9‐1d	and	f,	to	mitigate	impacts	to	arroyo	southwestern	toad	
riparian	breeding	habitat.	

 DF	 4.9‐3b.	 Removal	 of	 Arroyo	 Toad	 Habitat.	 Requires	 the	 removal	 of	 toad	 riparian	 breeding	
habitat	for	the	bridge	construction	from	October	through	December.	

 DF	 4.9‐4.	 Arroyo	 Toad	Habitat	 Preservation.	 Requires	 mitigation	 for	 impacts	 to	 17.5	 acres	 of	
suitable	arroyo	southwestern	toad	upland	habitat	through	the	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	
of	88	acres	of	arroyo	toad	habitat.	

 DF	4.9‐5a.	Arroyo	Toad	Exclusion	Fencing	‐	Bridge.	Requires	the	construction	zone	for	the	bridge	
to	 be	 fenced	 with	 exclusion	 fencing	 to	 prevent	 toad	 access	 to	 the	 construction	 zone,	 and	 daily	
monitoring	by	a	qualified	biologist	to	ensure	the	fence	is	maintained.	

 DF	 4.9‐5b.	 Arroyo	 Toad	 Fencing	 Surveys	 ‐	 Bridge.	 Requires	 pre‐	 and	 post‐exclusion	 fencing	
surveys	by	a	permitted	biologist	within	the	construction	zone	for	the	bridge	for	arroyo	southwestern	
toads.	

 DF	 4.9‐5c.	 Arroyo	 Toad	 Exclusion	 Fencing	 ‐	 Access	 Road.	 Requires	 exclusion	 fencing	 to	 be	
installed	along	both	sides	of	the	access	road	for	its	entire	length	(except	where	sides	of	bridge	act	as	
barrier)	as	part	of	access	road	construction.		
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 DF	4.9‐5d.	Arroyo	Toad	Fencing	Surveys	‐	Access	Road.	Requires	a	minimum	of	three	surveys	by	a	
permitted	biologist	following	installation	of	the	exclusion	fencing	along	the	access	road	and	prior	to	
use	of	the	road.		Any	toads	found	shall	be	relocated.	

 DF	4.9‐5e.	Arroyo	Toad	Fencing	Surveys	 ‐	Facilities.	Requires	a	minimum	of	 three	surveys	by	a	
permitted	 biologist	 following	 installation	 of	 the	 exclusion	 fencing	 around	 the	 facilities	 area	 and	
desiltation	basin	as	described	in	MM	4.9‐5c.		Any	toads	found	shall	be	relocated.		

 DF	4.9‐5f.	Road	Undercrossing.	Requires	at	least	one	road	undercrossing	to	be	installed	in	the	fill	
beneath	the	access	road	north	and	south	of	the	river.		

 DF	4.9‐5g.	Arroyo	Toad	Exclusion	Fencing	‐	Haul	Road.	Requires	exclusion	fencing	as	described	in	
MM	4.9‐5c	to	be	installed	on	the	north	side	of	the	haul	road	to	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A.		

 DF	4.9‐5h.	Arroyo	Toad	Fencing	Surveys	‐	Haul	Road.	Requires	a	minimum	of	three	surveys	by	a	
permitted	 biologist	 following	 installation	 of	 the	 exclusion	 fencing	 around	 the	 access	 road	 to	
Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	prior	to	its	use.		Any	toads	found	shall	be	relocated.	

 DF	4.9‐5i.	Arroyo	Toad	Exclusion	Fencing	and	Surveys	‐	Low‐Flow	Crossing.	Requires	exclusion	
fencing	as	described	in	MM	4.9‐5c	along	both	sides	of	the	low‐flow	crossing	until	the	road	connects	
with	 the	haul	 road	described	 in	MM	4.9‐5g.	 	A	minimum	of	 three	 surveys	 shall	 be	 conducted	by	 a	
permitted	biologist	following	installation	of	the	fencing.		Any	toads	found	shall	be	relocated.	

 DF	4.9‐6.	Arroyo	Toad	Habitat	Enhancement	Plan.	Requires	the	habitat	enhancement	plan,	now	
referred	 to	 as	 the	 HRRMP	 (described	 in	 MM	 4.9‐18)	 to	 be	 implemented	 and	 include	 precautions	
where	possible	to	avoid	impacts	to	the	arroyo	southwestern	toad.	

 DF	4.9‐7.	Bridge	Abutment	Design.	Requires	the	bridge	abutment	design	specifications	to	indicate	
that	gaps	in	the	riprap	be	filled	with	concrete.	

 DF	4.9‐8.	Tower	Replacement.	Requires	the	northernmost	tower	to	be	replaced	during	the	period	
of	July	through	October	to	avoid	the	golden	eagle	breeding	season.	

 DF	4.9‐9a.	Golden	Eagle	Nesting	Site.	Requires	that	access	to	the	Gregory	Canyon	nesting	site(s)	be	
restricted	to	eagle	specialists	and	researchers	conducting	monitoring.	

 DF	 4.9‐9b.	 Golden	 Eagle	 Surveys.	 Requires	 a	 pre‐construction	 survey	 for	 the	 eagle	 pair	 to	
determine	 if	 and	where	 the	eagles	 are	nesting	on	 site.	Weekly	monitoring	of	 the	 eagle	pair	 is	 also	
required	by	an	eagle	specialist	during	the	breeding	season	(December	through	May)		

 DF	 4.9‐9c.	 Golden	 Eagle	 Construction	 Restrictions.	 Requires	 that	 initial	 landfill	 construction	
activity	 less	 than	 2,000	 feet	 from	 the	 eagle’s	 nest	 begin	 as	 close	 to	 the	 end	 of	 the	 eagle	 breeding	
season	in	June	to	allow	the	eagle	pair	to	become	conditioned	to	activity	prior	to	next	breeding	season	
starting	in	June.	

 DF	4.9‐10.	Tower	 and	Raptor	Nest	Removal.	Requires	 the	 southernmost	 tower	 and	 any	 raptor	
nests	to	be	moved	during	the	period	of	June	through	November	or	at	any	time	when	the	nest	is	not	
active.	A	qualified	biologist	shall	determine	whether	or	not	a	raptor	nest	is	active.	

 DF	4.9‐11a.	Removal	of	Riparian	Habitat.	Requires	removal	of	any	riparian	habitat	from	October	
through	 December	 to	 avoid	 bird	 breeding	 seasons	 and	 minimize	 potential	 impacts	 to	 the	 arroyo	
southwestern	toad.	
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 DF	4.9‐11b.	Vireo	and	Flycatcher	Habitat	Mitigation.	Requires	mitigation	for	impacts	to	vireo	and	
flycatcher	habitat	through	riparian	habitat	establishment	described	under	MM	4.9‐1d.		

 DF	4.9‐11c.	Cowbird	Trapping.	Requires	funding	for	cowbird	trapping	along	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	
for	a	period	of	five	years	from	initial	landfill	operation.	

 DF	 4.9‐12a.	 Daily	 Noise	 Monitoring.	 Requires	 daily	 noise	 monitoring	 between	 March	 15	 and	
September	15	during	initial	construction	to	verify	that	noise	levels	are	below	60	dB(A)	Leq	in	vireo	
and	flycatcher	habitat.		

 DF	4.9‐12b.	Use	of	the	Low‐Flow	Crossing.	Requires	that	the	 low‐flow	crossing	be	used	between	
September	15	and	March	15,	if	possible,	to	avoid	the	vireos	and	flycatchers	breeding	season.		

 DF	4.9‐12c.	Bridge	Construction.	Requires	bridge	construction	to	occur	between	September	15	and	
March	15,	if	possible,	to	avoid	the	vireos	and	flycatchers	breeding	season.	

 DF	4.9‐13.	Mitigation	Activities.	Requires	mitigation	activities	to	occur	between	September	15	and	
March	15,	if	possible,	to	avoid	the	vireos	and	flycatchers	breeding	season.	

 DF	4.9‐14.	Vireo	and	Flycatcher	Habitat	Mitigation.	Requires	mitigation	for	indirect	impacts	to	20	
acres	 of	 vireo	 and	 flycatcher	 habitat	 from	 landfill	 associated	 traffic	 noise	 through	 the	 on	 site	
establishment	or	enhancement	of	17.2	acres	of	in‐kind	habitat,	and	the	off	site	acquisition	of	2.9	acres	
of	in‐kind	habitat.	

 DF	4.9‐15a.	Noise	Barrier.	Requires	a	temporary	12‐foot	high	wall	or	berm	along	the	northern	edge	
of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	outside	 the	vireo/flycatcher	breeding	 season	 (March	15	 to	September	
15)	and	prior	to	the	use	of	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A.		

 DF	4.9‐15b.	Noise	Monitoring.	Requires	weekly	noise	monitoring	for	up	to	one	month	by	a	qualified	
acoustician	 to	 verify	 that	 operational	 noise	 levels	 are	 below	 60	 dB(A)	 Leq	 in	 vireo	 and	 flycatcher	
habitat.		

General Indirect Impacts 

 DF	4.9‐16.	Access	Route	Restrictions.	Requires	that	access	routes	be	restricted	to	existing	roads,	
and	 entry	 into	 non‐impact	 areas	 shall	 be	 restricted	 by	 the	 landfill	 operator.	 Areas	 not	 directly	
impacted	by	the	project	shall	be	posted	with	signs	precluding	access	due	to	habitat	sensitivity.		

 DF	4.9‐17a.	Control	of	Invasives.	Requires	control	of	invasive,	exotic	plant	species	as	described	in	
the	 habitat	 enhancement	 plan,	 now	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 HRRMP	 (MM	 4.9‐18)	 and	 shall	 include	 the	
channel	excavation	area	associated	with	construction	of	the	bridge.	

 DF	4.9‐17b.	Slope	Revegetation.	Requires	 temporary	 and	permanent	 slopes	 be	 revegetated	with	
native	plant	species	to	inhibit	the	growth	of	non‐natives.	

Cumulative Impacts 

 DF	4.9‐18.	Habitat	Enhancement	Plan	Implementation.	Requires	implementation	of	the	HRRMP,	
as	previously	described.		

First San Diego Aqueduct Relocation Option 

If	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	were	relocated,	the	following	mitigation	measures	would	be	incorporated:	
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 DF	4.9a.	Pre‐Construction	Meeting.	See	MM	4.9a.,	above.	

 DF	 4.9‐19a.	 Construction	 Easement	 Revegetation.	 Requires	 the	 construction	 easement	 (minus	
permanent	access	road)	be	revegetated	with	coastal	sage	scrub	immediately	following	completion	of	
the	pipeline	relocation	on	the	landfill	site.		

 DF	4.9‐19b.	Coastal	Sage	Scrub	Mitigation.	Requires	coastal	sage	scrub	mitigation	at	a	minimum	
2:1	ratio	through	off	site	acquisition	within	the	unincorporated	area	of	San	Diego	County.	

 DF	4.9‐19c.	Coast	Live	Oak	Mitigation.	Requires	coast	live	oak	woodland	mitigation	at	a	minimum	
2:1	ratio	by	the	off	site	acquisition	of	existing	coast	live	oak	woodland	of	like	quality.		

 DF	4.9‐19d.	Temporary	Construction	Fencing.	Requires	 temporary	 construction	 fencing	outside	
the	delineated	boundary	of	dedicated	open	space	where	it	interfaces	with	impact	areas.		

 DF	4.9‐19e.	Arroyo	Toad	Habitat	Mitigation.	Requires	 impacts	 to	potential	arroyo	southwestern	
toad	upland	habitat	from	the	relocation	of	the	pipelines	be	mitigated	through	the	Wetland	Mitigation	
and	Habitat	Enhancement	Plan	 (now	 referred	 to	 as	 the	HRRMP)	 to	be	 implemented	as	part	of	 the	
landfill	project.	

 DF	4.9‐19f.	Temporary	Erosion	Control	Measures.	Requires	temporary	erosion	control	measures	
such	as	 silt	 fencing,	 sand	bags,	 and	straw	matting	 to	 reduce	potential	 siltation	of	drainage	courses	
including	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.	

 DF	4.9‐19g.	Exclusion	Fencing.	Requires	the	pipeline	easement	be	fenced	within	two	kilometers	of	
the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	with	 exclusion	 fencing	 to	 prevent	 arroyo	 southwestern	 toad	 access	 to	 the	
construction	zone.		

 DF	4.9‐19h.	Pre‐	and	Post‐Exclusion	Fencing	Surveys.	Requires	pre‐	and	post‐exclusion	 fencing	
surveys	within	 the	 construction	 zone	 for	 arroyo	 southwestern	 toads	by	 a	permitted	biologist.	Any	
toads	found	shall	be	relocated.	

 DF	 4.9‐19i.	 Trench	 Covers.	 Requires	 the	 trench	 dug	 for	 relocation	 of	 the	 pipelines	 be	 securely	
covered	at	the	end	of	construction	each	day	such	that	wildlife	does	not	become	trapped	in	the	trench.	

 DF	4.9‐19j.	Construction	Noise.	Requires	that	construction	noise	shall	not	exceed	60	dB(A)	Leq	in	
least	Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	habitat	between	March	15	and	September	15	
unless	noise	attenuation	measures	are	implemented	to	reduce	noise	levels	below	this	level.	

4.4.3.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a:		

o Substantial	loss	of	functions	and	services	of	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.;	and/or	

o Substantial	adverse	 construction	 impacts	within	 jurisdictional	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 through	
temporary	removal,	filling,	hydrological	 interruption,	 loss	of	functions	or	services,	or	other	
means.			

Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐1:	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	 in	permanent	
impacts	to	0.542	acre	of	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.,	including	0.005	acre	of	wetlands	within	the	
San	Luis	Rey	River	and	0.537	acre	of	non‐wetland	waters	comprising	0.0018	acre	of	riparian	habitat	
within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	and	0.535	acre	of	coast	live	oak	dominated	habitat	within	a	tributary	to	
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the	 river	 (Gregory	 Canyon	Drainage).	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	would	 also	 result	 in	
temporary	 construction	 impacts	 to	0.563	 acre	of	 jurisdictional	waters	 of	 the	U.S.,	 including	0.371	
acre	of	wetlands	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	and	0.192	acre	of	non‐wetlands	within	the	San	Luis	
Rey	 River.	 	 Design	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 include	
establishment	 and/or	 enhancement	 of	 habitat	 in‐kind	 for	 riparian	 vegetation	 and	 coast	 live	 oaks	
within	the	required	1,313	acres	of	open	space	and	pursuant	to	the	HRRMP.		The	HRRMP	was	provides	
mitigation	for	impacts	to	listed	species	and	their	habitats,	and	does	not	specifically	address	impacts	
to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.		A	mitigation	plan	is	currently	being	developed	in	compliance	with	
the	Mitigation	Rule,28	 to	achieve	no	net	 loss	pursuant	 to	Section	404	of	 the	CWA.	 	With	 the	design	
features	and	mitigation	measure,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	
adverse	effects.			

Based	 on	 the	USACE	AJDs,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	would	 permanently	 impact	 0.542	 acre	 of	
jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.,	including	0.005	acre	of	wetlands	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	as	a	result	of	
the	 bridge	 (assuming	 three	 10‐foot	 pillar	 supports),	 and	 0.537	 acre	 of	 non‐wetland	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.		
Permanent	impacts	to	non‐wetland	waters	include	0.0018	acre	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	as	a	result	of	
the	bridge	(assuming	one	10‐foot	pillar	support),	and	0.535	acre	of	the	Gregory	Canyon	drainage	as	a	result	
of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 (0.499	acre)	and	ancillary	 facilities	area	 (0.036	acre)	 (see	Figure	4.4‐2,	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	–	 Impacts	 to	Federally	 Jurisdictional	Wetlands	and	Drainages).29	 	 The	 total	 acreage	 of	
jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	on	the	site	totals	38	acres,	including	37.3	acres	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	
(28.3	acres	of	wetlands	and	9	acres	of	non‐wetland	waters)	and	0.70	acre	of	non‐wetland	waters	within	the	
Gregory	Canyon	tributary.	 	Therefore,	the	permanent	impacts	represent	approximately	0.02	percent	of	the	
total	 acreage	of	 jurisdictional	wetland	waters	of	 the	U.S.	on	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 site,	 and	
approximately	6	percent	of	jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.			

In	addition	to	permanent	impacts,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	temporarily	impact	0.563	acre	
of	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	during	construction	of	the	bridge,	including	
0.371	acre	of	wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.	and	0.192	acre	of	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.	(see	Figure	4.4‐2).30		
Based	 on	 the	 total	 acreage	 of	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 on	 the	 site	 as	 summarized	 above,	 these	
temporary	impacts	represent	approximately	1.3	percent	of	the	total	acreage	of	jurisdictional	wetland	waters	
of	the	U.S.,	and	approximately	2	percent	of	jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.		

The	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 is	 a	 sensitive	 habitat	 area	 that	 comprises	 cottonwood‐willow	 riparian	 forest,	
southern	willow	 scrub,	 and	open	 channel	 areas,	with	 abutting	wetlands.	 	 The	 river	 also	 supports	 federal‐	
and/or	 state‐listed	 species	 including	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher	 (migrants),	 and	
arroyo	 toad,	 and	 is	 mapped	 as	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 by	 USFWS	 for	 these	 species.	 	 In	 contrast,	 the	
Gregory	Canyon	drainage	 is	primarily	vegetated	with	coast	 live	oak	woodland	with	smaller	adjacent	areas	
vegetated	 with	 cottonwood‐willow	 riparian	 forest,	 and	 mulefat	 scrub.	 	 No	 federal‐	 and/or	 state‐	 listed	
species	were	observed	in	the	tributary,	and	it	is	not	mapped	as	designated	critical	habitat	by	USFWS	for	any	

																																																													
28	 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
29	 Acreages	for	permanent	impacts	have	been	rounded	to	three	or	four	decimal	places.		The	acreages	may	be	refined	during	review	of	

the	Compensation	Plan,	which	is	discussed	below.	
30	 Acreages	 for	 temporary	 impacts	have	been	 rounded	 to	 three	decimal	places.	 	The	acreages	may	be	 refined	during	 review	of	 the	

Compensation	Plan,	which	is	discussed	below.	
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species.	 	 Impacts	 to	 habitat	 within	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 and	 Gregory	 Canyon	 drainage	 would	 be	
compensated	 through	 the	 design	 features	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 which	 require	
establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	 in‐kind	habitats	 associated	with	 these	 areas.	 	 Specifically,	 requirements	
include	 the	on‐site	 establishment	and	enhancement	of	 southern	willow	scrub	at	 a	minimum	4:1	 ratio	 (DF	
4.9‐1d),	open	channel	establishment	(DF	4.9‐1e),	cottonwood	willow	riparian	establishment	or	enhancement	
at	a	minimum	4:1	ratio	(DF	4.9‐1f),	and	on‐site	establishment	of	coast	live	oaks	at	a	minimum	3:1	ratio	(DF	
4.9‐1b).	 	The	required	establishment	and	enhancement	would	be	conducted	as	outlined	in	the	HRRMP	and	
preserved	in	perpetuity	within	the	required	1,313	acres	of	open	space	mandated	as	part	of	Proposition	C.			

The	 HRRMP	was	 prepared	 to	 provide	mitigation	 for	 impacts	 to	 species	 and	 their	 habitats,	 and	 does	 not	
specifically	address	 impacts	to	 jurisdictional	waters	of	 the	U.S.	 	Therefore,	a	compensatory	mitigation	plan	
will	be	required	for	permanent	and	temporary	impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	to	achieve	no	net	
loss	 of	 aquatic	 resource	 functions	 and	 services	 pursuant	 to	 Section	404	of	 the	CWA.	 	A	mitigation	plan	 is	
currently	in	development,	specifically	a	plan	prepared	for	the	RWQCB	as	part	of	the	Section	401	permitting	
process,	herein	referred	to	as	the	“Compensation	Plan”.31		The	Compensation	Plan	will	be	reviewed	by	USACE	
pursuant	to	33	CFR	Parts	325	and	332	(herein	referred	to	as	the	“Mitigation	Rule”).32	 	Pursuant	to	33	CFR	
Part	332.3	(a)	(1)	of	the	Mitigation	Rule,	the	fundamental	objective	of	compensatory	mitigation	is	to	offset	
environmental	losses	resulting	from	unavoidable	impacts	to	waters	of	the	U.S.		The	USACE	district	engineer	
must	determine	mitigation	based	on	what	 is	practicable	 to	 compensate	 for	 the	aquatic	 resource	 functions	
lost	by	the	impacts.		The	amount	of	compensatory	mitigation	will	be	determined	by	USACE	pursuant	to	the	
Mitigation	Rule.		A	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	requiring	preparation	of	a	mitigation	plan	in	compliance	
with	 the	 Mitigation	 Rule.	 	 With	 the	 design	 features	 and	 mitigation	 measure,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 Relocation	 Option:	 If	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 relocation	 option	 is	 implemented,	 no	
impacts	would	occur	to	 jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	due	to	absence	of	these	resources	in	the	proposed	
aqueduct	relocation	area.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 following	 proposed	 mitigation	 measure,	 the	 alternative	 would	 comply	 with	
Section	 404	 of	 the	 CWA	 and	 the	 Mitigation	 Rule	 and	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	
jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	

MM	Gregory	Bio‐1:	A	plan	shall	be	prepared	that	outlines	compensatory	mitigation	for	unavoidable	
impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule,	33	CFR	Parts	
325	and	332.		The	compensatory	mitigation	shall	replace	aquatic	resource	functions	lost	
to	 the	extent	practicable.	 	The	amount	of	 compensatory	mitigation	 shall	 be	determined	
pursuant	 to	 the	Mitigation	Rule.	 	 The	plan	 shall	 be	 approved	by	USACE	 in	writing,	 and	
shall	be	used	as	mitigation	pursuant	to	the	Section	404	permitting	process.		

																																																													
31	 Impacts	of	Waters	of	the	State	and	Compensation	Plan	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Project,	prepared	by	Bill	Magdych	Associates	

Environmental	Consulting,	September	10,	2012	Update.	
32	 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
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Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a	
substantial	 loss	of	native	vegetation	and/or	plant	populations	defined	by	 the	County	of	San	Diego	as	rare	or	
endangered	and/or	impact	sensitive	habitat	which	is	regionally	limited.		

Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐2:		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	
of	native	vegetation,	including	25.8	acres	of	coast	live	oak	woodland,	25	Engelmann	oak	trees,	220.2	
acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub,	0.49	acre	of	native	grasslands,	28.7	acres	of	chaparral,	and	1.24	acres	of	
riparian	 habitat.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 the	 removal	 of	 any	
sensitive	plant	populations	defined	by	the	County	of	San	Diego	as	rare	or	endangered	(Lists	A	and	B	
of	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 Sensitive	 Plant	 List),	 and	 does	 not	 support	 sensitive	 habitat	 that	 is	
regionally	limited.		Design	features	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	a	net	gain	
of	native	habitat,	including	establishment	of	oak	woodland	habitat	at	a	3:1	impact	to	mitigation	ratio,	
establishment	and	off	site	preservation	of	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	at	a	2:1	ratio,	off	site	acquisition	
of	native	perennial	grassland	at	a	3:1	ratio,	off	site	acquisition	of	chaparral	at	a	minimum	0.5:1	ratio,	
and	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	 riparian	 habitat	 at	 a	 4:1	 ratio.	 	 Therefore,	 with	
implementation	of	 the	design	 features	 resulting	 in	a	net	 gain	of	habitat,	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 native	 vegetation.	 	No	 effects	would	
occur	to	sensitive	plant	populations	or	sensitive	habitat	which	is	regionally	limited	due	to	avoidance	
of	impacts	and	absence	on	site,	respectively.		

Native Vegetation 

Oak	Woodland	Habitat:	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	25.8	acres	of	the	
total	60.8	acres	of	coast	live	oak	woodland	on	the	property,	including	25	Engelmann	oaks	located	as	several	
stands	within	the	woodland.		These	impacts	would	occur	primarily	as	a	result	of	the	landfill	footprint	(22.5	
acres),	 in	 addition	 to	 impacts	 from	 ancillary	 facilities	 (0.28	 acre),	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 B	 (1.19	 acres),	
Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	access	road	(0.23	acre),	desilting	basin	(0.40	acre),	and	the	relocated	power	pole	
pad	(1.20	acres).	 	Figure	4.4‐3,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	–	 Impacts	to	Plant	Communities,	shows	the	
proposed	impact	areas.			

The	 impacts	 represent	 approximately	 42	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 acreage	 of	 coast	 live	 oak	 woodland	 on	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site,	and	100	percent	of	the	Engelmann	oaks.		However,	design	features	of	
the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	include	the	on‐site	establishment	of	coast	 live	oak	woodland	(DF	4.9‐
1b)	 and	 replacement	 of	 the	 Engelmann	 oak	 trees	 (DF	 4.9‐2).	 	 On	 site	 establishment	 of	 coast	 live	 oak	
woodland	is	required	at	a	minimum	3:1	ratio	totaling	77.4	acres.		The	establishment	of	habitat	would	occur	
within	 the	 1,313	 acres	 of	 dedicated	 open	 space	 mandated	 as	 part	 of	 Proposition	 C.	 	 Replacement	 of	
Engelmann	oak	trees	is	required	at	a	minimum	3:1	ratio	(based	on	acreage	of	canopy	area)	by	either	on	site	
establishment	 within	 the	 same	 area	 designated	 for	 coast	 live	 oak	 woodland	 establishment,	 or	 off	 site	
acquisition	pursuant	 to	 the	design	 feature.	 	The	required	design	 features	would	provide	a	3:1	net	acreage	
increase	 of	 oak	 woodland	 habitats,	 including	 51.6	 acres	 of	 coast	 live	 oak	 woodland.	 	 Therefore,	 with	
implementation	of	these	design	features,	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	oak	woodland	habitat	would	occur.			

First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 Relocation	 Option:	 If	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 relocation	 option	 were	 implemented,	
impacts	would	 occur	 to	 1.4	 acres	 of	 coast	 live	 oak	woodland.	 	 Design	 features	would	 be	 incorporated	 to	
mitigate	 for	 impacts	 from	 the	 relocation,	 including	 off	 site	 acquisition	 of	 coast	 live	 oak	woodland	 of	 like		
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quality	 at	 a	 minimum	 2:1	 ratio	 (DF	 4.9‐19c).	 	With	 implementation	 of	 this	 design	 feature,	 no	 significant	
adverse	effects	on	oak	woodland	habitat	associated	with	the	SDCWA	relocation	option	would	occur.			

Coastal	Sage	Scrub:	The	alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	220.2	acres	of	the	total	coastal	sage	scrub	
habitat	(965.3	acres),	 including	removal	of	167.6	acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub,	1.6	acres	of	disturbed	coastal	
sage	scrub	habitat,	and	51	acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub/chaparral.		Impacts	to	coastal	sage	scrub	would	occur	
primarily	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 (77.9	 acres)	 and	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 B	 (62.5	 acres),	 in	
addition	to	smaller	 impacts	(less	than	10	acres)	from	Borrow/Stockpile	A,	the	internal	haul	road,	desilting	
basin,	relocated	power	pole	pad,	and	the	SR	76	realignment.		Impacts	to	disturbed	coastal	sage	scrub	would	
occur	 as	 a	 result	 of	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A	 (1.3	 acres),	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 B	 (0.13	 acre)	 and	 the	
internal	haul	road	(0.2	acre).	 	Impacts	to	coastal	sage	scrub/chaparral	would	occur	primarily	as	a	result	of	
the	 landfill	 (46.5	acres),	 in	addition	to	smaller	 impacts	(less	than	3	acres)	 from	the	ancillary	 facilities	area	
and	desilting	basin.		Figure	4.4‐3	shows	the	impact	areas.		This	is	equivalent	to	approximately	23	percent	of	
the	total	coastal	sage	scrub	on	the	site,	approximately	44	percent	of	the	disturbed	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat,	
and	 approximately	 55	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 coastal	 sage	 scrub/chaparral	 habitat	 on	 the	 site.	 	 However,	 a	
design	 feature	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 includes	 the	 on‐site	 and	 off‐site	 preservation	 of	
coastal	 sage	scrub	at	a	minimum	2:1	ratio	 (DF	4.9‐1a).	 	Approximately	63.6	acres	of	 coastal	sage	scrub	or	
coastal	 sage	 scrub/chaparral	 habitat	would	 be	 established	or	 enhanced	 on	 site	within	 the	 required	1,313	
acres	of	dedicated	open	space	mandated	as	part	of	Proposition	C.		In	addition,	off	site	acquisition	of	coastal	
sage	 scrub	 or	 coastal	 sage	 scrub/chaparral	 habitat	 would	 total	 approximately	 384.4	 acres.	 	 Off	 site	
acquisition	would	 occur	within	 unincorporated	 San	Diego	 County	 and	 a	 conservation	 easement	would	 be	
placed	on	the	area.	 	The	design	feature	would	provide	a	net	acreage	increase	of	227.8	acres	of	coastal	sage	
scrub	habitats,	totaling	448	acres	of	preservation.		Therefore,	with	implementation	of	these	design	features,	
the	 direct	 loss	 of	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 associated	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 be	
compensated	at	a	net	gain	to	avoid	significant	adverse	effects	to	this	habitat.	

First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 Relocation	 Option:	 If	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 relocation	 option	 were	 implemented,	
impacts	would	occur	to	5.1	acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub.	 	Design	features	would	be	incorporated	to	mitigate	
for	 impacts,	 including	 off	 site	 acquisition	 of	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 at	 a	 minimum	 2:1	 ratio	 (DF	 4.9‐19b),	 in	
addition	to	revegetation	of	the	construction	easement,	minus	the	permanent	access	road	(DF	4.9‐19a).		The	
revegetation	 would	 occur	 immediately	 following	 completion	 of	 the	 pipeline	 relocation.	 	 Therefore,	 with	
implementation	 of	 these	 design	 features,	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 habitat	
associated	with	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	relocation	option	would	occur.			

Native	Perennial	Grassland:	The	alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	0.49	acre	of	the	total	0.50	acre	of	
native	perennial	grassland	as	a	result	of	the	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	B	(see	Figure	4.4‐3).		This	is	equivalent	
to	approximately	98	percent	of	the	total	native	perennial	grasslands	on	the	landfill	site.		However,	a	design	
feature	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	includes	the	off	site	acquisition	of	native	perennial	grassland	
at	 a	 minimum	 3:1	 ratio	 (DF	 4.9‐1c)	 for	 a	 minimum	 total	 of	 1.47	 acres.	 	 Off	 site	 acquisition	would	 occur	
anywhere	within	the	unincorporated	area	of	San	Diego	County	and	a	conservation	easement	would	be	placed	
over	the	area	to	permanently	protect	the	resource.		The	design	feature	would	provide	a	net	acreage	increase	
of	 0.98	 acre	 of	 native	 perennial	 grassland.	 	 Therefore,	 with	 implementation	 of	 this	 design	 feature	 there	
would	be	a	net	gain	of	habitat	and	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	
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First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option:	If	the	First	San	Diego	relocation	option	were	implemented,	no	
effects	would	occur	to	native	grassland	due	to	the	absence	of	this	habitat	in	the	relocation	area.			

Chaparral:	The	alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	approximately	28.7	acres	of	chaparral	primarily	as	
a	 result	 of	 the	 landfill	 (27.4	 acres),	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 relocated	 power	 pole	 pad	 (1.3	 acres).	 	 Figure	 4.4‐3	
shows	 the	 proposed	 impact	 areas.	 	 This	 is	 equivalent	 to	 approximately	 10	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 chaparral	
habitat	 on	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site.	 	 A	 design	 feature	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 requires	 the	off	 site	acquisition	of	 in‐kind	habitat	 at	 a	minimum	0.5:1	 ratio,	 for	a	 total	of	14.4	
acres	of	chaparral.		A	mitigation	measure	is	also	proposed	to	replace	this	design	feature	in	compliance	with	
the	Draft	North	County	Plan	to	provide	off	site	acquisition	at	a	1:1	ratio	(see	MM	Gregory	Bio‐3	under	Impact	
Statement	Gregory	BIO‐7).	 	The	design	feature	would	avoid	a	substantial	 loss	of	chaparral	habitat,	and	the	
proposed	 mitigation	 measure	 would	 avoid	 a	 net	 loss	 of	 chaparral	 habitat.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	this	habitat.	

First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option:	If	the	First	San	Diego	relocation	option	were	implemented,	no	
effects	would	occur	to	chaparral	vegetation	due	to	the	absence	of	this	habitat	in	the	relocation	area.			

Riparian:	 The	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 the	 removal	 of	 approximately	 1.24	 acres	 of	 riparian	 vegetation,	
including	0.87	acre	of	southern	willow	scrub	(0.50	acre	of	southern	willow	scrub	and	0.37	acre	of	disturbed	
southern	willow	 scrub)	 and	 0.21	 acre	 of	 cottonwood	willow	 riparian.	 	 Impacts	 to	 riparian	 habitat	would	
occur	primarily	as	a	result	of	the	access	road	and	bridge	(0.87	acre	of	southern	willow	scrub),	in	addition	to	
the	 landfill	 (0.21	 acre	 of	 cottonwood	 willow	 riparian).	 	 Figure	 4.4‐3	 shows	 the	 impact	 areas.	 	 This	 is	
equivalent	 to	 approximately	 2	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 southern	 willow	 scrub	 on	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 site,	 and	 approximately	 0.6	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 cottonwood	 willow	 riparian	 habitat	 on	 site.		
However,	 design	 features	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 require	 the	 on‐site	 establishment	 or	
enhancement	 of	 in‐kind	 habitat	 at	 a	 minimum	 4:1	 ratio	 for	 southern	 willow	 scrub	 (DF	 4.9‐1d)	 and	
cottonwood	willow	riparian	(DF	4.9‐1f).		As	a	result,	a	minimum	of	4.96	acres	of	riparian	habitat	(3.48	acres	
of	 southern	 willow	 scrub	 and	 0.84	 acre	 of	 cottonwood	willow	 riparian	 habitat)	 would	 be	 established	 or	
enhanced	on	site	within	the	required	1,313	acres	of	dedicated	open	space	mandated	as	part	of	Proposition	C.		
The	design	 features	would	provide	a	net	acreage	 increase	of	3.72	acres	of	 riparian	habitat,	 including	2.61	
acres	 of	 southern	 willow	 scrub,	 and	 0.63	 acre	 of	 cottonwood	 willow	 riparian.	 	 Therefore,	 with	
implementation	of	these	design	features,	the	direct	loss	of	riparian	vegetation	associated	with	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	would	be	compensated	at	a	net	gain	to	avoid	significant	adverse	effects	to	this	habitat.	

First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option:	If	the	First	San	Diego	relocation	option	were	implemented,	no	
effects	would	occur	to	riparian	vegetation	due	to	the	absence	of	this	habitat	in	the	relocation	area.			

Sensitive Plant Populations  

Two	species	listed	on	the	County	of	San	Diego	Sensitive	Plant	List	as	rare	or	endangered	were	observed	on	
the	 site,33	 including	 rainbow	 manzanita	 [List	 A]	 and	 Nuttall’s	 scrub	 oak	 (Quercus	 dumosa)	 [List	 A].	 	 One	
individual	 rainbow	 manzanita	 was	 observed	 on	 the	 property	 in	 1991,	 and	 none	 were	 found	 during	

																																																													
33		 County	of	San	Diego	Department	of	Environmental	Health.	 	2007.	Revised	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report.	State	Clearinghouse	

No.	1995061007.	
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subsequent	surveys	in	May	1998	and	2002.		Therefore,	it	is	presumed	to	be	absent	from	the	site.		Therefore,	
no	 adverse	 effects	would	 occur	 to	 rainbow	manzanita.	 	 In	 addition,	 no	 impacts	 are	 proposed	 to	 Nuttall’s	
scrub	oak.		Other	County	listed	species	were	assessed	for	their	potential	to	occur	on	the	site	as	summarized	
below.	 	 These	 species	 were	 either	 determined	 as	 having	 no	 potential	 to	 occur	 on	 the	 site,	 or	 if	 suitable	
habitat	 was	 present	 the	 species	 was	 not	 observed	 on	 the	 site	 during	 surveys.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	in	effects	to	sensitive	plant	populations.	

Nevin’s	barberry	(Berberis	nevinii)	[List	A,	CS]:	This	species	is	not	known	to	occur	in	the	area,	and	therefore	
is	considered	to	have	no	potential	to	occur	on	the	site.	

San	Diego	thornmint	(Acanthomintha	ilicifolia)	[List	A,	NES]:	The	clay	soils	necessary	for	this	species	do	not	
occur	on	the	site,	and	therefore	the	species	is	considered	to	have	no	potential	to	occur.	

Dehesa	 nolina	 (Nolina	 interrata)	 [List	 A]:	 Suitable	 habitat	 is	 present	 on	 the	 site	 but	 this	 perennial	 herb	
species	was	not	observed.		Therefore	this	species	is	considered	to	have	a	low	potential	to	occur.	

Dunn’s	 mariposa	 lily	 (Calochortus	 dunnii)	 [List	 A]:	 The	 species	 occurs	 at	 approximately	 3,000	 feet	 in	
elevation.		Therefore,	the	site	is	too	low	in	elevation	to	support	this	species	and	the	species	is	considered	to	
have	no	potential	to	occur.	

Ramona	horkelia	(Horkelia	truncata)	[List	A]:	Suitable	habitat	is	present	on	the	site	but	this	perennial	herb	
species	was	not	observed.		Therefore,	this	species	is	considered	to	have	a	low	potential	to	occur.	

Parry’s	 tetracoccus	 (Tetracoccus	dioicus)	 [List	 A,	NES]:	 This	 species	 occurs	 in	 volcanically	 derived	 soils	 at	
upland	locations	near	the	site	(for	example,	Huntley	Road	and	north	of	SR	76	immediately	east	of	the	site).		
This	species	may	therefore	occur	north	of	SR	76	on	the	landfill	site	in	areas	not	proposed	for	development.		
No	impacts	are	proposed	to	this	species.	

Orcutt’s	brodiaea	(Brodiaea	orcuttii)	[List	A,	NES]:	Limited	habitat	occurs	on	the	site,	and	the	species	was	not	
observed	on	the	site.		Therefore,	this	species	is	considered	to	have	a	low	potential	to	occur.	

First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option:	If	the	First	San	Diego	relocation	option	were	implemented,	no	
effects	are	anticipated	due	to	the	absence	of	any	known	sensitive	plant	species	in	the	aqueduct	area.	

Regionally Limited Sensitive habitat  

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site	does	not	support	any	sensitive	habitats	that	are	regionally	limited	
and,	as	 such,	would	not	 result	 in	any	effects.	 	 Some	of	 the	native	habitats	described	above	are	considered	
sensitive	pursuant	to	CDFG	or	County	of	San	Diego	guidelines,	such	as	oak	woodlands,	native	grassland,	and	
riparian	 habitats,	 but	 are	 not	 considered	 regionally	 limited	 due	 to	 their	 distribution	 throughout	 southern	
California.			
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First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option:	If	the	First	San	Diego	relocation	option	were	implemented,	no	
effects	would	 occur	 to	 sensitive	 habitats	 that	 are	 regionally	 limited	 due	 to	 the	 absence	 of	 any	within	 the	
relocation	area.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
the	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	native	vegetation,	including	oak	woodland,	
coastal	sage	scrub,	native	perennial	grasslands,	chaparral,	and	riparian	habitats.	 	No	effects	would	occur	to	
sensitive	plant	populations,	 and	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 site	does	not	 support	any	 regionally	
limited	sensitive	habitats.		Therefore,	no	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	that	leads	to	an	adverse	modification	of	its	habitat.	

Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 BIO‐3:	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 direct	
impacts	 to	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 southwestern	 willow	
flycatcher,	 and	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher.	 	 Design	 features	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 include	 establishment,	 enhancement	 and/or	preservation	 of	habitat	 for	 these	 species,	
resulting	in	a	net	gain	of	habitat.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	to	designated	
critical	habitat.			

Arroyo Toad Designated Critical Habitat 

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site	 supports	 approximately	 341.7	 acres,	 or	 3.4	 percent,	 of	 the	
designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 arroyo	 toad	 within	 Unit	 14,	 of	 which	 approximately	 30.6	 acres	 would	 be	
permanently	 impacted	 (see	Appendix	G,	 Figure	D‐13,	 Impacts	 to	Arroyo	Toad	Designated	Critical	Habitat).		
The	actual	area	within	designated	critical	habitat	supporting	arroyo	toad	PCEs	is	262.0	acres,	based	on	the	
four	defining	PCEs	of	the	designated	critical	habitat	that	was	used	for	this	analysis.34		Of	this,	approximately	
19.0	acres	would	be	permanently	 impacted	(see	Figure	4.4‐4,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 ‐	 Impacts	 to	
Designated	Critical	Habitat	Supporting	Primary	Constituent	Elements	for	Arroyo	Toad),	including	1.1	acres	of	
area	 providing	 the	 required	 hydrologic	 regime,	 and	 17.9	 acres	 of	 riverine	 terraces	 and	 adjacent	 uplands.		
Design	features	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	require	enhancement	of	arroyo	toad	habitat	riparian	
breeding	 habitat	 pursuant	 to	 the	 HRRMP	 and	 riparian	 habitat	 design	 features	 (DF	 4.9‐3a),	 on	 site	
establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	 88	 acres	 of	 arroyo	 toad	 habitat	 (DF	 4.9‐4),	 and	 implementation	 of	 the	
HRRMP	 as	 an	 arroyo	 toad	 habitat	 enhancement	 plan	 (DF	 4.9‐6).	 	 Based	 on	 these	 design	 features,	
approximately	 85.0	 acres	 of	 breeding	 habitat	 and	 approximately	 152.1	 acres	 of	 upland	 habitat	 within	
appropriate	soils	in	the	100‐year	floodplain	would	be	established	or	enhanced,	for	a	total	of	237.1	acres	of	
arroyo	 toad	habitat	with	PCEs.	 	This	acreage	would	be	placed	under	a	conservation	easement.	 	Therefore,	
while	there	would	be	an	initial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat,	the	loss	would	be	temporary	and	would	not	
appreciably	 diminish	 the	 function	 and	 value	 of	 designated	 critical	 habitat.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	would	ultimately	result	 in	a	net	 increase	of	arroyo	toad	habitat	 through	implementation	of	 the	
design	features	and,	as	such,	would	not	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	designated	critical	habitat	for	
arroyo	toad.			

																																																													
34		 50	CFR	Part	17:	Vol.	76,	No.	27	/	February	9,	2011	



CSS

CSS

AGR/DEV

NNG

CSS/CHP

AGR

CSS

SWS

CHP

CSS

RO/CHP

CRF

CSS

NNG

LOW

CRF

CHP

CHP

AGR

CSS

CSS

NNG

LOW

DH

SWS

OC CRF

CHP

LOW

NNG

LOW

AGR

CSS

DH

LOW

CRF

OC

CSS

DSWS

CRF

CHP

CSS/CHP

OC

CSS

LOW
DCSS/NNG

DCRF

DEV

CHP

NNG

LOW

LOW

LOW

NNG/CSS

DH

CSS

LOW

CRF
POND

ORN

DH

AGR

CHP

ORN

OC

SWS

DEV

DEV

DEV

CSS

OC

LOW

NNG

LOW

LOW

MFS

OC

DEV

LOW

LOW

LOW

CSS

DH

ORN

LOW

LOW

LOW

POND

CRF

DH

DEV

LOW

ORN

LOW

LOW

AGR

MFS

CSS
LOW

CRF

LOW

CRF

LOW
LOW

LOW

SWS

LOW

DH

LOW

LOW

CRF

ORN LOW

LOW

LOW

LOW LOW

DEV

CRF

AGR/DEV

LOW

DH

LOW
CRF

AGR

CSS/NNG

CRFSource: Esri, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, GeoEye, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, and the GIS User Community

FIGURE

Source: Aerial Express, 2010; Gregory Canyon Limited, 2012; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.

0 650 1,300 Feet

Gregory Canyon

Applicant's Proposed Alternative - Impacts to Designated Critical Habitat Supporting Primary Constituent Elements for Arroyo Toado 4.4-4

Site Boundary

Arroyo Toad Designated Critical Habitat (02/09/11)

Arroyo Toad PCEs

Existing SDG&E Gas Line Easement

Existing SDG&E Easement

Proposed SDG&E Easement

Existing SDCWA Aqueduct Easement

Proposed Realignment of SDCWA Aqueduct Easement

Components

Source: Esri, i-cubed, USDA,
USGS, AEX, GeoEye,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN,
IGP, and the GIS User
Community

Inset Map



CSS

AGR/DEV

NNG

CSS/CHP

AGR

SWS

CSS

CSS

CSS
CRF

CRF

NNG

LOW

CHP

NNG

AGR

DH

SWS

OC CRF

CHP

CSS

NNG

LOW

AGR

CSS

DH

CSS

LOW

CRF

OC

DSWS

LOW

CSS

CRF

CHP

CSS/CHP

OC

CSS

CHP

DCRF

CHP

DEV

OC

CHP
LOW

DEV

NNG

LOW

LOW
LOW

LOW

DEV

DCSS/NNG

LOW

DH

LOW

CRF
POND

ORN

CHP

AGR

ORN

RO/CHP

SWS

DH

OC

DEV

LOW

NNG

CSS

MFS

OC

DH

LOW

RO/CHP

CSS

DH

ORN

LOW

LOW

POND

CRF

DH

DEV

ORN

LOW

LOW

AGR

MFS

CSS

LOW

CRF

LOW

CRF

LOW
LOW

LOW

SWS

LOW

LOW

LOW

CRF

LOW

LOW

LOW

LOW LOW

DEV

DEV

CRF

AGR/DEV

LOW

LOW
CRF

LOW

DH

Source: Esri, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, GeoEye, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, and the GIS User Community

FIGURE

Source: Aerial Express, 2010; Gregory Canyon Limited, 2012; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.

0 600 1,200 Feet

Gregory Canyon

Applicant's Proposed Alternative - Impacts to Designated Critical Habitat Supporting Primary Constituent Elements for Least Bell's Vireoo 4.4-5

Site Boundary

Least Bell's Vireo Designated Critical Habitat (02/02/94)

Least Bell's Vireo PCEs

Existing SDG&E Gas Line Easement

Existing SDG&E Easement

Proposed SDG&E Easement

Existing SDCWA Aqueduct Easement

Proposed Realignment of SDCWA Aqueduct Easement

Components

Source: Esri, i-cubed, USDA,
USGS, AEX, GeoEye,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN,
IGP, and the GIS User
Community

Inset Map



December 2012     4.4  BIological Resources 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.4‐43	 	

	

Least Bell’s Vireo Designated Critical Habitat 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site	supports	approximately	284.3	acres	of	designated	critical	habitat	
for	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 within	 Unit	 6	 (San	 Luis	 Rey	 River),	 of	 which	 approximately	 16.9	 acres	 would	 be	
permanently	 impacted	 (see	 Appendix	 G,	 Figure	 D‐14,	 Impacts	 to	 Least	 Bell’s	 Vireo	 Designated	 Critical	
Habitat).	 	 The	actual	 area	within	designated	 critical	habitat	 supporting	 least	Bell’s	 vireo	PCEs	 is	 97	 acres,	
based	 on	 the	 defining	 PCEs	 of	 the	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 that	 was	 used	 for	 this	 analysis.35	 	 Of	 this,	
approximately	3.1	acres	would	be	permanently	impacted	(see	Figure	4.4‐5,	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	‐	
Impacts	to	Designated	Critical	Habitat	Supporting	Primary	Constituent	Elements	for	Least	Bell’s	Vireo).		These	
impacts	 are	 equivalent	 to	 a	 3.2	 percent	 reduction	 of	 PCEs	 on	 the	 site,	 and	 approximately	 0.1	 percent	
reduction	 within	 the	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 Unit	 6.	 	 A	 design	 feature	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	requires	establishment	of	riparian	habitat	pursuant	to	the	southern	willow	scrub	design	feature	
(DF	 4.9‐11b),	 which	 requires	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	 riparian	 habitat	 at	 a	 minimum	 4:1	 ratio	
pursuant	to	DF	4.9‐1d.		Based	on	this	design	feature,	approximately	2.3	acres	of	habitat	would	be	established	
and	89.2	acres	enhanced,	 for	a	total	of	91.5	acres	of	 least	Bell’s	vireo	habitat	with	PCEs,	as	outlined	 in	the	
HRRMP.		The	91.5	acres	would	include	approximately	85.1	acres	of	breeding	habitat	and	approximately	6.4	
acres	of	upland	habitat	that	meet	the	criteria	for	least	Bell’s	vireo	PCEs.		This	acreage	would	be	placed	under	
a	conservation	easement.		Therefore,	while	there	would	be	an	initial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	with	
PCEs	(3.1	acres),	the	loss	would	be	temporary	and	would	not	appreciably	diminish	the	function	and	value	of	
designated	critical	habitat.		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	ultimately	result	in	a	net	increase	of	
88.4	acres	of	habitat	meeting	the	criteria	of	PCEs	for	least	Bell’s	vireo	(a	91	percent	gain	within	the	site	and	a	
1.2	percent	gain	within	Unit	6).		As	such,	the	proposed	impacts	would	not	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	
to	designated	critical	habitat	for	least	Bell’s	vireo.			

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Designated Critical Habitat 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 site	 supports	approximately	83.4	acres	of	designated	critical	habitat	
for	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	within	Unit	3,	of	which	approximately	1.13	acres	would	be	permanently	
impacted	 (see	 Appendix	 G,	 Figure	 D‐15,	 Impacts	 to	 Southwestern	Willow	 Flycatcher	 Designated	 Critical	
Habitat).		The	actual	area	within	designated	critical	habitat	supporting	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	PCEs	
is	94.5	acres,	based	on	the	defining	PCEs	of	the	designated	critical	habitat	that	was	used	for	this	analysis.36		Of	
this,	 approximately	 2.2	 acres	 would	 be	 permanently	 impacted	 (see	 Figure	 4.4‐6,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	‐	Impacts	to	Designated	Critical	Habitat	Supporting	Primary	Constituent	Elements	for	Southwestern	
Willow	Flycatcher).	 	These	impacts	are	equivalent	to	a	2.3	percent	reduction	of	the	PCEs	for	this	species	on	
the	 site	 and	 a	 0.1	 percent	 reduction	 within	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 Unit	 3.	 	 A	 design	 feature	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	requires	establishment	of	riparian	habitat	pursuant	to	the	southern	willow	
scrub	 design	 feature	 (DF	 4.9‐11b),	which	 requires	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	 riparian	 habitat	 at	 a	
minimum	4:1	ratio	pursuant	to	DF	4.9‐1d.		Based	on	this	design	feature,	approximately	2.3	acres	of	habitat	
would	be	established	and	82.8	acres	enhanced,	 for	a	 total	of	85.1	acres	of	 southwestern	willow	 flycatcher	
breeding	habitat	with	PCEs,	as	outlined	in	the	HRRMP.		This	acreage	would	be	placed	under	a	conservation	
easement.		Therefore,	while	there	would	be	an	initial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	with	PCEs	(2.2	acres),	
the	 loss	 would	 be	 temporary	 and	 would	 not	 appreciably	 diminish	 the	 function	 and	 value	 of	 designated	
critical	habitat.		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	ultimately	result	in	a	net	increase	of	82.9	acres	

																																																													
35		 50	CFR	Part	17:	Vol.	59,	No.	22	/	February	2,	1994	
36		 50	CFR	Part	17:	Vol.	76,	No.	157	/	August	15,	2011	
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of	 habitat	meeting	 the	 criteria	 of	 PCEs	 for	 least	Bell’s	 vireo	 (a	98.8	percent	 gain	within	 the	 site	 and	 a	3.2	
percent	gain	within	Unit	3).	 	As	such,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	in	a	significant	
adverse	effect	to	designated	critical	habitat	for	southwestern	willow	flycatcher.			

Coastal California Gnatcatcher Designated Critical Habitat 

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site	 supports	 approximately	 1,160.3	 acres	 of	 revised	 designated	
critical	habitat	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	within	Unit	5,	of	which	approximately	274.8	acres	would	be	
permanently	 impacted	 (see	Appendix	G,	Figure	D‐16,	 Impacts	 to	Coastal	California	Gnatcatcher	Designated	
Critical	Habitat).		The	actual	area	within	designated	critical	habitat	supporting	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	
PCEs	 is	1,604.2	 acres,	 based	on	 the	defining	PCEs	of	 the	designated	 critical	habitat	 that	was	used	 for	 this	
analysis.37		Of	this,	approximately	293.7	acres	would	be	permanently	impacted	(see	Figure	4.4‐7,	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	‐	Impacts	to	Designated	Critical	Habitat	Supporting	Coastal	California	Gnatcatcher	PCEs).		
These	 impacts	 represent	approximately	23.7	percent	of	designated	critical	habitat	within	 the	 site,	 and	1.1	
percent	 of	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 the	 species.	 	 A	 design	 feature	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 requires	 establishment	 of	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 habitat,	 which	 requires	 on	 site	 or	 off	 site	
preservation	 (DF	 4.9‐1a).	 	 This	 design	 feature	 would	 result	 in	 63.6	 acres	 of	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	
enhancement	of	coastal	sage	scrub,	and	off	site	acquisition	of	384.4	acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub,	for	a	total	of	
448	 acres	 of	 preservation,	 as	 described	 above	 under	 Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 BIO‐2.	 	 Therefore,	 while	
there	 would	 be	 an	 initial	 loss	 of	 designated	 critical	 habitat,	 the	 loss	 would	 be	 temporary	 and	would	 not	
appreciably	 diminish	 the	 function	 and	 value	 of	 designated	 critical	 habitat.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	would	ultimately	result	in	a	net	increase	of	227.8	acres	of	habitat	meeting	the	criteria	of	PCEs	for	
coastal	California	gnatcatcher.		As	such,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	in	a	significant	
adverse	effect	to	designated	critical	habitat	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher.			

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	 significant	adverse	 effect	 on	 biological	 species	 resources	 if	 it	would	
result	 in	 substantial	permanent	disturbance	of	wildlife	movement	or	disruption	 for	an	 extended	period	 that	
would	lead	to	a	disruption	in	gene	flow.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐4:	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 is	not	within	any	 identified	
regional	wildlife	 linkage.	 	The	alternative	would	eliminate	 the	Gregory	Canyon	drainage	as	a	 local	
travel	 route	utilized	by	mountain	 lions	and	other	animals;	however	alternate	 travel	 routes	would	
allow	 for	continued	subregional	and	 local	movement	of	wildlife	 in	 the	area	and	along	 the	San	Luis	
Rey	River.		As	such,	substantial	permanent	disturbance	or	extended	disruption	of	wildlife	movement	
throughout	 the	 area	 would	 not	 occur,	 and	 while	 effects	 would	 be	 adverse,	 they	 would	 not	 be	
significant.	

Based	 on	 the	 South	 Coast	Missing	 Linkages	 study,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	 is	 not	within	 any	
major	regional	wildlife	linkage;	the	nearest	regional	linkage	is	identified	approximately	one	mile	to	the	north	
of	 the	site	as	 the	Santa	Ana	–	Palomar	Linkage.	 	Within	 the	Gregory	Canyon	property	 the	primary	wildlife	
movement	 corridor	 is	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	River	 providing	 regional	 connectivity	 upstream	 and	 downstream.		
Based	 on	 a	 site	 specific	 analysis	 of	 Gregory	 Canyon,	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 drainage	 supports	 local	wildlife	
movement,	 and	 provides	 a	 connection	 to	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 for	 certain	 species.	 Historically,	 wildlife	
movement	has	been	somewhat	constrained	through	the	site	due	to	on	site	land	uses,	including	the	former	
																																																													
37	 50	CFR	Part	17:	Vol.	72,	No.	243	/	December	19,	2007		
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dairy	 operations	 with	 associated	 infrastructure,	 and	 SR	 76,	 in	 addition	 to	 off	 site	 land	 uses.	 	 Potential	
constraints	 to	 wildlife	movement	 off	 site	 from	 surrounding	 land	 uses	 include	 agricultural	 land	 and	 rural	
residences	to	the	south,	southwest,	and	northwest,	and	the	former	Hanson	sand	and	gravel	operation	in	the	
San	Luis	Rey	River	to	the	north	adjacent	to	the	site.	 	Undeveloped	land	occurs	immediately	adjacent	to	the	
east	 of	 the	 site	 associated	 with	 Gregory	 Mountain,	 and	 north	 of	 SR	 76	 associated	 with	 the	 Palomar	
Mountains.		With	the	elimination	of	the	Gregory	Canyon	drainage,	wildlife	movement	would	be	affected,	but	
other	alternatives	for	movement	persist	on	and	off‐site.	

As	part	of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 the	primary	wildlife	movement	corridor,	 the	San	Luis	Rey	
River,	 would	 remain	 relatively	 uninterrupted	 along	 its	 length	 as	 it	 flows	 east	 to	 west	 through	 the	 site.		
Operational	 design	 features	 require	 that	 the	 bridge	 across	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 allow	 for	 wildlife	
movement	underneath,	including	bridge	pilings	separated	by	more	than	100	feet,	with	the	deck	of	the	bridge	
17.5	feet	above	the	river	bed.		In	addition,	reflective	strips	are	required	on	the	inside	structure	of	the	bridge	
with	 no	 lighting	 on	 the	 bridge,	 to	 minimize	 light	 and	 glare	 impacts	 to	 any	 wildlife	 movement.	 	 Impacts	
proposed	to	riparian	vegetation	associated	with	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	would	not	affect	wildlife	movement	
due	 to	 the	 amount	 of	 available	 habitat	 remaining	 on	 site	 and	 in	 adjacent	 areas	 to	 allow	 for	 continued	
movement.		Proposed	measures	to	create	and	enhance	habitat	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	for	arroyo	toad,	
least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher,	 as	 described	 earlier	 in	 this	 section,	 would	 benefit	
wildlife	 movement	 by	 providing	 improved	 habitat	 quality	 for	 foraging	 and	 shelter	 in	 the	 form	 of	 cover,	
forage	and	nesting/breeding	habitat.		In	summary,	there	would	not	be	a	substantial	permanent	disturbance	
to	wildlife	movement	in	an	east	to	west	direction	along	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		

Regarding	north	 to	 south	wildlife	movement	across	 the	 site,	 the	Gregory	Canyon	drainage	would	be	 filled	
and	eliminated	under	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	thereby	eliminating	it	as	a	local	travel	route	for	
wildlife.	 	However,	when	viewed	in	the	context	of	the	surrounding	landscape,	there	are	other	travel	routes	
that	 could	support	 local	movement	 to	a	 similar	degree	as	Gregory	Canyon	within	approximately	1.5	miles	
upstream	and	1.5	miles	downstream	 from	the	mouth	of	Gregory	Canyon.	 	These	 include	opportunities	 for	
movement	in	a	north‐south	direction	along	the	lower	east‐facing	slopes	of	Gregory	Mountain,	opportunities	
on	the	landfill	property	to	the	immediate	west	of	Gregory	Canyon	through	a	substantial	area	of	permanent	
open	 space	 area,	 and	opportunities	 along	 the	Couser	Canyon	drainage	which	provides	 a	 fairly	 continuous	
riparian	 corridor.	 	Accordingly,	while	 elimination	of	 the	Gregory	Canyon	drainage	would	eliminate	 a	 local	
movement	route	and	a	connection	to	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	other	avenues	for	movement	would	remain	in	
proximity	such	that	substantial	permanent	disturbance	or	extended	disruption	of	wildlife	movement	would	
not	occur.		Therefore,	while	effects	would	be	adverse,	they	would	not	be	significant.				

First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 Relocation	 Option:	 If	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 relocation	 option	 were	
implemented,	no	 impacts	are	anticipated	to	wildlife	movement	as	 the	relocation	area	 is	outside	of	 the	San	
Luis	Rey	River,	which	is	identified	as	the	primary	wildlife	movement	corridor	on	the	site.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	in	permanent	disturbance	or	extended	disruption	to	
the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	which	is	considered	to	be	the	primary	habitat	for	wildlife	movement	on	the	site.		No	
significant	 adverse	 effects	 would	 occur	 from	 the	 elimination	 of	 the	 canyon.	 	 No	mitigation	measures	 are	
proposed.	



4.4  BIological Resources    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.4‐48	 	

	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	indirect	impacts	on	a	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	leading	to	a	jeopardy	opinion	for	one	
or	more	species.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐5:	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	direct	and/or	
indirect	 impacts	 to	 state‐	 and	 federal‐	 listed	 species,	 including	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	
southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher,	 and	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 includes	 design	 features	 that	would	 reduce	 impacts	 to	 these	 species.	 	 Therefore,	 no	
significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

State‐ and Federal‐Listed Species Observed On Site 

As	outlined	in	subsection	4.4.3.1,	above,	three	federally	listed	species	occupy	the	site	including	arroyo	toad,	
least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 southwestern	willow	 flycatcher,	 and	 golden	 eagle.	 	 Coastal	 California	 gnatcatchers	 have	
been	seen	on	two	occasions	on	the	site	during	nine	surveys	conducted	since	1989,	a	22‐year	period,	with	no	
breeding	 activities	 observed.	 	 An	 assessment	 of	 impacts	 to	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 southwestern	
willow	 flycatcher,	 and	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 is	 summarized	 below.	 	 Impacts	 to	 golden	 eagle	 are	
discussed	 in	 more	 detail	 in	 Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 BIO‐6.	 	 Other	 listed	 species	 considered	 are	 also	
discussed.	 	 Quino	 checkerspot	 butterfly	 and	 southern	 California	 steelhead	were	 determined	 to	 be	 absent	
from	the	site	(see	subsection	4.4.31	above)	and	are	therefore	not	discussed	further	in	this	subsection.		

Arroyo Toad 

The	following	summarizes	potential	direct	and	indirect	impacts	to	arroyo	toad	individuals	as	a	result	of	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	and	design	features	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
to	 reduce	 impacts	 to	 this	 species.	 	With	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	arroyo	toad.	

Direct	Impacts:	Construction,	operation,	and	maintenance	of	the	proposed	landfill	and	associated	facilities,	in	
addition	to	restoration	activities,	may	result	in	direct	impacts	on	arroyo	toad	individuals	that	occupy	the	site,	
and	to	their	designated	critical	habitat.	 	 Impacts	to	arroyo	toad	designated	critical	habitat	are	discussed	in	
Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐3,	above.	 	A	design	feature	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	requires	
the	HRRMP	to	include	precautions	to	avoid	impacts	to	the	arroyo	toad,	where	possible	(DF	4.9‐6),	in	addition	
to	other	design	features	mentioned	below.		With	these	design	features,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	direct	effects	to	arroyo	toad.	

 Direct	Loss	of	Individuals	from	Construction	Activities:	The	capture	and	translocation	of	arroyo	
toads	would	be	necessary	in	order	to	avoid	the	direct	loss	of	individuals.		It	is	not	anticipated	that	the	
translocation	of	 toads	within	 the	 impact	areas	 to	adjacent	 suitable	habitat	would	result	 in	adverse	
impacts	 associated	 with	 overcrowding	 due	 to	 the	 amount	 of	 available	 habitat.	 	 Furthermore,	
precautions	 would	 be	 taken	 to	 avoid	 transferring	 disease	 or	 pathogens	 between	 aquatic	 habitats	
during	surveys	and	handling	(translocating)	toads.		Translocation	has	been	shown	to	be	an	effective	
method	for	minimizing	project‐related	impacts	to	arroyo	toads	since	arroyo	toads	seldom	survive	for	
more	 than	 five	 years	 in	 the	 wild.	 	 Some	 arroyo	 toads	 could	 be	 killed,	 injured,	 or	 stressed	 during	
capture	 and	 relocation	 efforts	within	 the	 site.	 	 However,	 since	 the	 trapping	 and	 relocation	 efforts	
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would	 be	 conducted	 by	 permitted	 biologists	 (ESA	 Section	 10	 permit),	 it	 is	 anticipated	 that	 this	
number	 would	 be	 minimal	 and	 very	 low.	 	 Overall	 loss	 of	 individual	 toads	 from	 habitat	 loss	 and	
translocation	efforts	is	not	expected	to	appreciably	reduce	the	number,	reproduction,	or	distribution	
of	 toads	within	the	site	or	the	greater	San	Luis	Rey	population	of	 toads.	 	Capture	and	relocation	of	
arroyo	toads	is	required	by	the	following	design	features:	DF	4.9‐5d,	DF	4.9‐5e,	DF	4.9‐5h,	DF	4.9‐5i.	

 Direct	Loss	of	 Individuals	 from	Restoration	Activities:	 Based	 on	 the	 low	 quality	 of	 the	 habitat	
within	the	restoration	areas,	and	the	nature	of	the	restoration	activities	that	would	be	conducted	in	
those	 areas,	 it	 is	 estimated	 that	 only	 a	 very	 low	 number	 of	 toads,	 if	 any,	 would	 be	 killed	 by	 the	
proposed	 restoration	 activities.	 	 However,	 since	 modification	 to	 the	 habitat	 will	 occur	 during	
restoration	activities,	translocation	of	toads	is	proposed	to	minimize	any	impacts.	

 Direct	Loss	of	Individuals	on	Access	and	Haul	Roads:	Operation	of	the	roads	could	cause	death	or	
injury	of	toads	that	attempt	to	cross	the	roads	during	upland	foraging	and	dispersal	activities.		Thus,	
as	proposed,	permanent	 arroyo	 toad	exclusion	 fencing	would	be	 installed	on	 the	north	 side	of	 the	
haul	road	to	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A,	along	both	sides	of	the	access	road	for	its	entire	length.		The	
fencing	 would	 wrap	 around	 the	 northern	 edge	 of	 the	 facilities	 area	 and	 continue	 east	 and	 south	
around	the	eastern	1.8‐acre	desilting	basin	(DF	4.9‐5c).		In	addition,	at	least	one	road	undercrossing	
(and	possibly	more)	would	be	installed	in	the	fill	beneath	the	access	road	north	and	south	of	the	river	
to	promote	safe	movement	of	arroyo	toads	under	the	road	(DF	4.9‐5f).			

The	fencing	would	act	as	a	barrier	to	keep	toads	off	the	roads	and	act	as	a	drift	fence	to	funnel	toads	
to	the	road	undercrossing(s).	 	These	measures	would	further	minimize	the	potential	for	vehicles	to	
strike	and	kill	toads.		Exclusion	fencing	would	be	an	effective	toad	barrier	only	as	long	as	it	is	intact	
(e.g.,	 no	 burrowing	 animals	 have	 undermined	 the	 fence,	 no	 openings	 in	 the	mesh	 are	 present,	 no	
debris	or	soil	has	piled	up	to	form	a	“ramp”	for	the	toads	are	to	climb	over	the	mesh).	 	The	efficacy	
and	 maintenance	 of	 a	 barrier	 is	 crucial	 to	 preventing	 vehicular	 mortality	 of	 toads	 during	 road	
operation.		For	the	purposes	of	this	assessment,	it	is	presumed	that	the	toad	barriers	would	be	well	
maintained,	 speed	 limits	 adhered	 to,	 and	 vehicular	 traffic	 confined	 to	 daytime	 use	 as	 required	
pursuant	to	the	construction	and	operational	design	features	described	in	subsection	4.4.3.2,	above.	

Thus,	 the	 potential	 loss	 of	 arroyo	 toads	 from	 landfill‐related	 vehicular	 traffic	 would	 be	 avoided	
and/or	minimized	such	that	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	in	a	reduction	in	
the	number,	reproduction,	or	distribution	of	arroyo	toads	within	the	site.	

Indirect	 Impacts:	 Indirect	 impacts	 to	 the	 arroyo	 toad	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 construction,	 operation,	 and	
maintenance	of	 the	proposed	 landfill	 could	 include	decreased	water	quality,	 invasive	 species	 colonization,	
increased	 predation,	 and	 increased	 noise	 and	 nighttime	 lighting.	 	 If	 left	 unchecked,	 these	 indirect	 effects	
could	 result	 in	direct	mortality	 and/or	a	decrease	 in	 reproductive	 success.	 	A	 summary	of	 these	potential	
indirect	 effects	 and	design	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 to	 address	 the	
impacts	 is	 provided	 below.	 	 With	 these	 design	 features,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 not	
result	in	significant	adverse	indirect	effects	to	arroyo	toad.	

 Water	Quality:	Decreased	water	quality	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	on	site	and	downstream	from	the	
proposed	landfill	could	be	especially	detrimental	to	arroyo	toads	through	direct	mortality	(e.g.,	toxic	
pollutants)	or	decreases	 in	reproduction	success.	 	Contaminants	such	as	herbicides,	pesticides,	and	
fertilizers,	if	not	applied	under	strict	controls,	may	kill	toads,	affect	development	of	larvae,	or	affect	
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their	 food	supplies	or	habitat.	 	Furthermore,	pollution	can	have	both	direct	and	 indirect	effects	on	
arroyo	toads	and	can	affect	amphibians	in	areas	far	from	where	the	pollutant	originates.	 	Herbicide	
recommendations	 for	 control	 of	 weeds	 in	 the	 restoration	 areas	 would	 be	 made	 by	 a	 landscape	
architect	with	 a	 qualified	 applicator’s	 license	 and	 approved	by	 a	 qualified	 biologist.	 	 The	 qualified	
biologist	 would	 also	 direct	 the	 landscape	 contractor	 to	 ensure	 that	 native	 plants	 and	 breeding	
wildlife	are	avoided	to	the	greatest	extent	possible.		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	use	
soil	sealants	(specifically	Soiltac)	for	dust	suppression	on	unpaved	dirt	roads,	heavy	haul	roads,	and	
construction	sites.		However,	adverse	effects	on	aquatic	species	and	systems	are	not	expected	based	
on	 the	solubility	of	Soiltac,	 evaporation	of	vinyl	 chloride	and	acetone	 in	 the	product,	 the	proposed	
BMP	set	forth	in	the	Storm	Water	Management	Plan	and	Storm	Water	Pollution	Plan,	and	ecological	
toxicity	tests	that	have	shown	Soiltac	to	be	ecologically	and	environmentally	safe.		Therefore,	indirect	
impacts	 on	 the	 arroyo	 toad	 from	 the	 use	 of	 herbicides	 and	 soil	 sealants	 are	 not	 expected.	 	 Other	
measures	 to	 address	water	quality	 included	as	part	of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	
include	a	double	composite	liner	system	and	leak	detection;	a	leachate	control	and	removal	system;	
surface	water	drainage	 facilities;	a	reverse	osmosis	system	to	purify	groundwater	 if	 contamination	
were	detected;	removal	of	cattle	manure	associated	with	the	vacated	Verboom	and	Lucio	Dairies;	and	
temporary	erosion	control	measures.	

 Invasive	 Species:	 Non‐native,	 weedy	 species	 may	 out‐compete	 and	 exclude	 native	 species,	
potentially	altering	the	structure	of	the	vegetation,	degrading	or	eliminating	upland	habitat	used	by	
the	arroyo	toad,	and	providing	food	and	cover	for	undesirable	non‐native	animals.		Furthermore,	the	
increased	irrigation	required	by	many	common	landscaping	species	may	provide	suitable	conditions	
for	 the	 establishment	 of	 introduced	 Argentine	 ants	 (Linepithema	 humile)	 within	 the	 on	 site	 and	
adjacent	biological	open	space	areas.		Argentine	ants	can	build	up	to	large	colonies	and	eliminate	the	
native	ant	 fauna	that	 is	a	major	 food	source	of	 the	arroyo	toad.	 	 In	addition,	arroyo	toads	could	be	
indirectly	impacted	through	increased	predation	as	a	result	of	landfill	activities.		Waste	deposited	at	
the	 landfill	 could	attract	potential	predators	of	 the	arroyo	 toad,	 including	gulls,	 ravens,	 crows,	and	
raccoons.	 	 Riprap	 for	 the	 proposed	 bridge	 could	 also	 harbor	 bullfrogs,	 a	 known	 predator	 to	 the	
arroyo	toad.	 	Measures	to	address	invasive	species	are	outlined	in	the	HRRMP,	including	details	on	
weed	 control,	wildlife	 control,	 and	 refuse	 removal	 to	 avoid	 attracting	nuisance	wildlife	 (DF	4.9‐6).		
Wildlife	(including	vector)	control	and	litter	removal	are	also	part	of	the	operational	design	features	
described	in	subsection	4.4.3.2,	above.	

 Noise	and	Nighttime	Lighting:	The	landfill	would	result	in	increased	traffic	along	SR	76,	both	during	
construction	and	operation,	with	increased	noise	generated	by	the	traffic.		With	an	increase	in	noise	
generated	 by	 traffic	 and	 other	 landfill	 operations,	 calling	 males	 may	 not	 be	 heard	 by	 breeding	
females,	resulting	in	a	decrease	in	mates	finding	each	other	during	the	breeding	season.	 	The	toads	
usually	call	during	the	evening	and	night,	but	may	also	call	during	daylight	hours	at	the	peak	of	the	
breeding	 season.	 	 Measures	 to	 address	 impacts	 from	 increased	 noise	 to	 the	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	
described	below,	are	also	expected	to	benefit	arroyo	toads.		In	addition,	nighttime	lighting	would	be	
required	 for	 the	 facilities	 area.	 	Nighttime	 lighting	may	 affect	 breeding	 individuals	 as	 the	 artificial	
light	may	mimic	 the	 illumination	 of	 a	 full	moon,	 which	 arroyo	 toads	 are	 thought	 to	 avoid	 during	
breeding.		Night	lighting	would	be	limited	to	that	used	for	security	purposes	at	the	facilities	area	and	
would	be	 low	impact,	shielded,	and	 focused	on	operational	areas	of	 the	 landfill	site	pursuant	 to	an	
operational	design	feature	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		No	other	lighting	would	be	used,	
including	along	the	access	road	and	bridge.		During	fall	and	winter,	landfill	activities	may	still	occur	
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after	the	sun	has	set,	requiring	the	equipment	to	use	headlights.		These	headlights	would	be	focused	
on	the	active	cell	of	the	landfill	and	behind	the	berm.			

 Infiltration	Areas:	 	Three	 infiltration	areas	are	proposed	as	part	of	 the	 initial	 storm	water	outfall	
design	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 that	 would	 be	 located	 within	 designated	 critical	
habitat	 areas	 supporting	 PCEs	 for	 arroyo	 toad.	 	 Two	 of	 the	 infiltration	 areas	would	 receive	 storm	
water	from	the	proposed	desilting	basins,	including	the	Outfall	1	Infiltration	Area	(1.0	acre)	from	the	
eastern	 desilting	 basin,	 and	 the	 Outfall	 2	 Infiltration	 Area	 (4.2	 acres)	 from	 the	 western	 desilting	
basin.		The	third	infiltration	area	would	receive	storm	water	from	Outfall	5	associated	with	the	access	
road	 and	 bridge	 (0.12	 acre).	 	 The	 desilting	 basins	 and	 access	 road/bridge	 are	 included	 as	
components	of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	while	 the	 infiltration	areas	are	within	habitat	
restoration	areas	proposed	as	mitigation	 for	 the	arroyo	 toad	as	part	of	 the	HRRMP.	 	The	Outfall	1	
Infiltration	Area	is	proposed	within	a	riparian	enhancement	area	adjacent	to	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	
while	 both	 the	 Outfall	 2	 Infiltration	 Area	 and	 Outfall	 5	 Infiltration	 Area	 are	 currently	mapped	 as	
Agriculture	and/or	Developed	areas	that	are	proposed	for	coastal	sage	scrub	mesic	alluvial	scrub	and	
coast	 live	 oak	 establishment,	 respectively.	 	 Potential	 impacts	 from	 the	 release	 of	 water	 in	 these	
proposed	 habitat	 areas	 could	 include	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 vegetation	 as	 a	 result	 of	 erosion	 and/or	
increased	watering.	 	The	 infiltration	areas	would	receive	storm	water	after	high	storm	events	only	
once	the	water	has	passed	through	the	desilting	basin.		The	conceptual	design	of	the	infiltration	areas	
includes	 the	use	of	 energy	dissipaters	 to	address	any	potential	erosional	and	high	 flow	 issues	 that	
would	be	detailed	in	the	final	Storm	Water	Management	Plan.		Increased	watering	is	not	anticipated	
to	be	a	significant	adverse	effect	since	the	release	of	water	 is	expected	on	an	infrequent	basis	after	
large	storm	events	only,	and	would	be	slowly	released	following	treatment	in	the	desilting	basin	and	
outlet	via	the	energy	dissipater.		The	intent	of	the	infiltration	area	is	that	water	would	percolate	into	
the	 soil,	 thereby	 avoiding	 any	 downstream	 effects.	 	 The	 planting	 and	management	 of	 these	 areas	
would	 also	 be	 subject	 to	 the	 HRRMP	 that	 would	 take	 into	 consideration	 the	 infiltration	 areas,	
including	suitable	plant	species	consistent	with	the	intent	of	the	HRRMP.					

Least Bell’s Vireo  

The	 following	 summarizes	 potential	 direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	and	design	features	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	
to	 reduce	 impacts	 to	 this	 species.	 	With	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	least	Bell’s	vireo.	

Direct	 Impacts:	 Construction,	 operation,	 and	 maintenance	 of	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 may	 result	 in	 direct	
impacts	on	least	Bell’s	vireo	individuals	that	occupy	the	site,	and	to	their	designated	critical	habitat.		Impacts	
to	least	Bell’s	vireo	designated	critical	habitat	are	discussed	in	Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐3,	above.		With	
design	features,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	direct	effects	to	
least	Bell’s	vireo.	

 Direct	Impact	on	Territories:	Based	on	territories	typically	ranging	in	size	from	0.5	to	7.5	acres	for	
the	 least	 Bell’s	 vireos,	 up	 to	 two	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 territories	 could	 be	 affected	 by	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative.	 	It	is	anticipated	that	returning	least	Bell’s	vireos	would	shift	their	territories	
or	occupy	new	 territories	 to	 avoid	 the	areas	directly	 affected	by	 construction.	 	Therefore,	 it	 is	not	
anticipated	 that	vireos	affected	by	 the	direct	 removal	of	breeding	habitat	would	perish.	 	Extensive	
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riparian	habitat	suitable	for	breeding	would	remain	in	the	immediate	area,	and	any	least	Bell’s	vireos	
affected	are	likely	to	relocate	to	the	remaining	available	habitat	either	on	or	off	site.	 	Therefore,	no	
impacts	to	territories	are	anticipated.	

 Removal	of	Habitat:	Habitat	would	be	removed	when	vireos	are	at	wintering	 locations	outside	of	
the	 U.S.,	 which	 is	 required	 between	 October	 and	 December	 pursuant	 to	 a	 design	 feature	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	(DF	4.9‐11a).		It	is	expected	that	least	Bell’s	vireos,	which	have	high	
site	 fidelity,	 would	 return	 in	 spring	 to	 breeding	 areas	 on	 the	 property.	 	 In	 the	 unlikely	 event	 the	
available	habitat	approaches	saturation	and	vireos	are	subjected	to	the	effects	of	crowding,	breeding	
may	be	delayed.	 	This	could	result	 in	 fewer	nesting	attempts	per	season,	a	reduced	clutch	size	per	
attempt,	and	an	overall	reduction	in	reproductive	output.		However,	the	majority	of	habitat	would	be	
left	 undisturbed	 following	 impacts	 from	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 specifically	 96.8	
percent	 of	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 with	 PCEs	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 BIO‐3,	 above).		
Therefore,	habitat	saturation	is	not	anticipated	to	occur,	and	no	significant	impacts	would	occur	as	a	
result	of	habitat	removal.	

Indirect	 Impacts:	 	 Indirect	 impacts	 to	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 construction,	 operation,	 and	
maintenance	of	the	proposed	landfill	could	include	noise,	nest	parasitism,	and	invasive	species	colonization.		
If	 left	 unchecked,	 these	 indirect	 effects	 could	 result	 in	 direct	mortality	 and/or	 a	 decrease	 in	 reproductive	
success.		A	summary	of	these	potential	indirect	effects	and	design	features	to	address	the	impacts	is	provided	
below.	 	 With	 these	 design	 features,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	
adverse	indirect	effects	to	least	Bell’s	vireo.	

 Noise:	The	landfill	would	result	in	increased	noise	from	traffic	along	SR	76,	and	on–site	construction	
and	 operational	 noise.	 	 Since	 birds	 are	 dependent	 upon	 sound	 for	 communication	 and	 can	 be	
sensitive	to	noise,	noise	associated	with	the	landfill	could	have	a	permanent	indirect	effect	on	least	
Bell’s	vireos	during	their	breeding	season	(reduced	fitness).		For	the	purpose	of	this	assessment	and	
consistent	with	the	CEQA	mandated	design	features,	as	described	further	below,	noise	levels	above	
60	 dBA	 Leq	 resulting	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 landfill	 that	 exceed	 existing	 ambient	
noise	levels	could	result	in	adverse	noise	effects.38		To	minimize	noise	impacts	on	site,	and	pursuant	
to	a	required	operational	design	feature,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	a	100‐
foot	buffer	between	 the	 landfill	 operations	and	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	which	 supports	 least	Bell’s	
vireo	habitat,	except	where	the	access	road/bridge	crosses	the	river.		The	alternative	would	also	use	
seasonal	 restrictions	 on	 construction	 and	 habitat	 establishment/enhancement	 efforts	 (DF	 4.9‐12b,	
DF	 4.9‐12c,	 and	DF	 4.9‐13),	 daily	 and	weekly	 noise	monitoring	 (DF	 4.9‐12a	 and	DF	 4.9‐15b),	 and	
sound	barriers	for	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	to	minimize	short‐term	noise	impacts	on	vireos	(DF	4.9‐
15a).	 	 To	 reduce	 noise	 impacts	 from	 Phase	 I	 daily	 operations,	 an	 18‐	 to	 20‐foot	 berm	 would	 be	
constructed	 between	 the	 active	 face	 of	 the	 landfill	 and	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 pursuant	 to	 an	
operational	design	feature	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	Indirect	impacts	to	20	acres	of	
least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 southwestern	willow	 flycatcher	 habitat	 from	 landfill	 associated	 noise	would	
also	 be	 compensated	 through	 the	 on‐site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	 17.2	 acres	 of	 in‐kind	
habitat,	and	 the	off	 site	acquisition	of	2.9	acres	of	 in‐kind	habitat	 (DF	4.9‐14).	 	Therefore,	with	 the	
design	features,	no	significant	adverse	effects	are	anticipated.		Additional	analysis	is	provided	below	
of	 potential	 impacts	 from	 initial	 construction,	which	 includes	 construction	 of	 the	 access	 road	 and	

																																																													
38		 60	dB(A)	is	the	informal,	but	widely	used	noise	level	for	evaluating	the	effects	of	noise	on	avian	acoustic	communication.		Whereas	it	

is	acknowledged	that	the	60	dB(A)	threshold	was	based	on	studies	of	only	a	few	bird	species,	it	is	utilized	by	the	USFWS	for	purposes	
of	determining	potentially	adverse	effects	on	threatened	and	endangered	species.	
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bridge,	the	Borrow/Stockpile	Areas	A	and	B,	ancillary	facilities,	the	landfill	footprint,	and	associated	
rock	crushing,	in	addition	to	potential	impacts	from	landfill	operation	and	combined	noise	impacts.		
Table	 4.4‐3,	 Distance	 to	 Sensitive	 Wildlife	 Habitat	 Receptor	 Locations	 for	 Construction	 Activities,	
provides	the	distances	from	these	activities	to	wildlife	receptor	locations.			

Table 4.4‐3
 

Distance to Sensitive Wildlife Habitat Receptor Locations For Construction Activities 
	

Receptor 

Initial 
Construction 
of access 
road, and 
bridge 

Borrow 
/Stockpile 
Areas A and 

B 
Ancillary 
Facility 

Rock 
Crushing 

and 
Processing 

Land Fill 
Footprint 

Wildlife	Habitat	 50	feet	 600	feet	 300	feet	 1,500	feet	 450	feet	
   

 
Source: PCR Services, 2012 

	

Initial	Construction	of	the	Access	Road	and	Bridge:	Construction	of	the	access	road	and	bridge	would	
involve	approximately	681	feet	of	bridge	length.	 	The	nearest	least	Bell’s	vireo	habitat	would	be	50	
feet	 or	 closer	 to	 the	 bridge	 construction	 site.	 	 The	 Leq	 noise	 levels	 generated	 by	 construction	
equipment	such	as	dozers,	graders,	scraper,	compactor	and	drill	rig	would	be	approximately	86	dBA	
at	a	distance	of	50	feet.	 	This	 level	would	exceed	the	60	dBA	Leq	 level.	 	Two	design	features,	use	of	
barriers	and	monitoring	if	construction	occurs	during	the	breeding	season,	are	incorporated	as	part	
of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	that	would	reduce	these	impacts	to	a	less	than	the	60	dBA	Leq	
level.	

Borrow/Stockpile	Areas	A	and	B:	Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	would	be	used	during	initial	construction.		
The	 turnouts	 along	 the	 internal	 haul	 road	 between	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A	 and	 the	 landfill	
footprint	would	be	cleared	and	graded.	 	A	design	feature,	which	requires	a	temporary	12‐foot	high	
wall	or	berm	along	the	northern	edge	of	Area	A,	is	incorporated	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	that	would	reduce	these	impacts	to	below	60	dBA	Leq.		Borrow/Stockpile	Area	A	would	be	
used	during	initial	construction	and	then	would	not	be	used	until	about	operational	year	25.		

Landfill	 Footprint/Ancillary	 Facilities:	 Initial	 construction	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 involve	 heavy	
construction	equipment	such	as	dozers,	graders,	and	scrapers,	crossing	the	river	using	a	temporary	
crossing	located	at	the	location	of	the	proposed	bridge	or	over	an	existing	bridge	located	just	to	the	
west	 of	 the	 site.	 	 Construction	 of	 the	 landfill	 clay	 liner	would	 include	 approximately	 145	one	way	
trips	comprised	of	clay	and	other	deliveries,	as	well	as	worker	vehicles.		The	hourly	Leq	generated	by	
these	vehicle	movements	would	be	approximately	65	and	61	dBA	at	distances	of	20	and	62	feet	from	
the	center	of	the	temporary	crossing,	respectively.39	 	This	estimate	is	based	on	a	10	hour	work	day	

																																																													
39		 Estimated	noise	levels	were	calculated	using	the	Federal	Highway	Administration	(FHWA)	traffic	noise	prediction	model	and	a	linear	

source	noise	drop‐off	rate	of	4.5	dBA	per	doubling	of	distance.	 	This	drop‐off	rate	is	a	reasonable	assertion	for	a	soft	site	(i.e.,	loose	
soil,	lawn,	field	grass)	where	the	noise‐ground	interaction	path	is	generally	found	to	be	at	elevations	of	eight	feet	or	less	above	the	
ground.				
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with	 an	 even	 vehicle	 distribution	 throughout	 the	 day,	 vehicle	 speed	 of	 15	mph,	 and	 a	 2	 dB	 truck	
correction	for	road	grade.		In	terms	of	landfill	operation,	Leq	noise	level	based	on	675	haul	truck	trips	
per	day	 is	estimated	 to	be	approximately	64	dBA	 for	a	one‐hour	Leq	 at	100	 feet	and	64	dBA	when	
combined	with	 the	 existing	 ambient	 noise	 level	 of	 47.7	 dBA.40	 	 Therefore,	 the	 construction	 of	 the	
landfill	 and	 ancillary	 facilities,	 and	 landfill	 operation,	 would	 exceed	 the	 60	 dBA	 Leq	 level.	 	 Design	
features	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	reduce	noise	levels	to	below	
60	 dBA	 Leq.	 	 Design	 features	 include	 an	 18‐	 to	 20‐	 foot	 berm	 to	 be	 constructed	 and	 maintained	
between	the	facilities	areas	and	the	landfill	footprint,	establishment	and	enhancement	of	habitat,	and	
use	of	additional	barriers	if	determined	necessary	through	monitoring.			

Recycling	Drop‐off	Center:	The	nearest	distance	from	the	proposed	recycling	drop‐off	center	to	the	
closest	least	Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	habitat	is	estimated	to	be	700	feet.	 	At	
this	distance,	the	noise	from	the	recycling	drop‐off	center	is	calculated	to	be	approximately	38	dBA.	
The	 landfill	 equipment	 such	 as	 dozers,	 graders,	 scrapers	 and	 compactors	would	 be	 the	 dominant	
noise	sources.	Since	the	expected	noise	level	is	below	the	60	dBA	Leq	level,	no	noise	effects	to	the	least	
Bell’s	vireo	would	occur	from	the	recycling	drop‐off	center.	

Rock	Crushing	 and	Processing:	Rock	 crushing	 and	processing	would	 be	 located	 at	 least	 1,500	 feet	
from	 wildlife	 habitat	 noise	 monitoring	 locations	 LBV1	 and	 LBV2.	 	 Rock	 crushing	 would	 generate	
noise	levels	of	approximately	87	dBA	at	a	distance	of	50	feet	from	the	equipment.41		The	noise	level	of	
87	dBA	at	50	 feet	would	be	57	dBA	at	a	distance	of	1,500	 feet.	 	Rock	crushing	operations	by	 itself	
would	 be	 below	 the	 60	 dBA	 Leq	 level	 at	 noise	 monitoring	 locations	 LBV1	 and	 LBV2.	 	 The	 rock	
crushing	noise	would	not	be	expected	to	increase	noise	in	proximity	to	the	drilling	operations	during	
initial	 construction	 of	 the	 access	 bridge.	 	 Rock	 crushing	 noise	 could	 increase	 the	 noise	 at	 the	
permanent	bridge	up	to	57	dBA.		Thus,	noise	levels	would	remain	below	the	60	dBA	Leq	level.			

Combined	 Noise	 Impacts:	 During	 each	 phase	 of	 the	 landfill	 construction	 activities,	 the	 nearest	
distance	 from	 any	 construction	 equipment	 to	 the	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 habitat	 along	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	
River	would	be	approximately	450	feet.	 	At	450	feet,	the	construction	noise	would	be	up	to	71	dBA	
Leq.	 	 When	 combined	 with	 the	 existing	 ambient	 noise	 level	 of	 47.7	 dBA,	 and	 57	 dBA	 from	 rock	
crushing,	the	noise	produced	by	the	periodic	construction	would	be	71	dBA	at	the	habitat.		This	level	
would	exceed	the	60	dBA	Leq	level.			

To	evaluate	the	effect	of	noise	generated	by	long‐term	landfill	operations	on	nearby	least	Bell’s	vireo	
and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	habitat,	it	was	estimated	that	the	closest	edges	of	the	proposed	
landfill	 operations	 would	 be	 50	 to	 3,000	 feet	 from	 the	 nearest	 habitat.	 	 The	 nearest	 habitat	 was	
assumed	to	be	 located	all	along	 the	river	and	 in	 trees	 typically	15	 feet	above	 the	river.	 	The	worst	
case	scenario	would	be	when	the	landfill	operations	occur	at	the	northernmost	edge	of	the	footprint	
and	at	a	high	elevation	where	the	habitat	would	have	line‐of‐sight	with	the	noise	source.		However,	as	
the	landfill	operation	would	move	farther	away	and	out	of	sight	of	the	habitat,	the	noise	levels	would	
be	reduced	due	to	intervening	topography	and	distance.		The	noise	analysis	assumed	the	worst‐case	

																																																													
40		 Estimated	noise	levels	were	calculated	using	the	FHWA	traffic	noise	prediction	model	and	a	linear	source	noise	drop‐off	rate	of	4.5	

dBA	per	doubling	of	distance	for	a	soft	site	(i.e.,	loose	soil,	lawn,	field	grass).	 	This	estimate	is	based	on	a	10‐hour	workday	with	an	
even	vehicle	distribution	throughout	the	day,	and	a	vehicle	speed	of	15	mph.			

41		 City	of	Rancho	Palos	Verdes,	The	Annenberg	Project	at	Lower	Point	Vicente	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report,	Section	4.7	Noise,	
July	2010.				
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noise	conditions	for	two	representative	habitat	locations	along	the	river.		Location	LBV1	is	near	the	
western	 boundary,	 closest	 to	 the	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A,	 and	 Location	 LBV2	 is	 located	 just	
northeast	of	the	proposed	facilities	area	(Figure	4.4‐1).	

The	 noise	 analysis	 was	 conducted	 assuming	 no	 berms	 or	 other	 attenuating	 features	 except	 for	
intervening	 existing	 topography	 and	distance	 (atmospheric	 absorption).	 	 The	 results	 are	 shown	 in	
the	third	column	of	Table	4.4‐4,	Noise	Levels	at	the	Closest	Least	Bell’s	Vireo	Habitat.	 	As	shown,	the	
combined	noise	levels	of	all	the	landfill	operations	would	be	70	dBA	at	Location	LBV1	and	71	dBA	at	
Location	LBV2.		Thus,	they	would	exceed	the	60	dBA	Leq	level	at	both	habitat	locations.		The	analysis	
was	also	conducted	including	berms	at	both	locations	to	reduce	noise	levels,	including	the	18	to	20	
foot	berm	at	Location	LBV2	(along	the	northern	edge	of	the	landfill	 footprint	between	the	facilities	
area	 and	 the	 landfill	 footprint),	 and	 a	 10‐	 to	 16‐foot	 high	 sound	wall	 at	 Location	 LBV1	 (along	 the	
northern	edge	of	the	facilities	area	and	the	truck	route	east	of	the	facilities	area).		As	shown	in	Table	
4.4‐4,	the	berm	and	sound	wall	would	reduce	landfill	operation	noise	at	Locations	LBV1	and	LBV2	to	
below	the	60	dBA	Leq	level.		If	during	noise	monitoring,	the	landfill	noise	levels	do	not	exceed	60	dBA	
Leq,	then	the	sound	wall	could	be	removed.			

 Nest	Parasitism:	Least	Bell’s	vireo	could	be	indirectly	impacted	through	increased	nest	parasitism,	
particularly	by	brown‐headed	cowbirds	(Molothrus	ater)	that	are	known	to	occur	along	the	San	Luis	
Rey	River.		To	minimize	the	impacts	of	cowbirds	on	the	least	Bell’s	vireo	population	on	the	site,	the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 includes	 the	 development	 and	 implementation	 of	 a	 five‐year	
cowbird	trapping	program	within	the	on‐site	riparian	habitats	as	part	of	the	design	features	(DF	4.9‐
11c).		A	construction	design	feature	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	that	requires	removal	of	
the	existing	dairies	as	part	of	the	initial	construction	phase	would	also	remove	a	significant	cowbird	
attractant.	 	Based	on	available	 information	pertaining	to	cowbird	trapping,	a	mitigation	measure	 is	
proposed	to	extend	the	trapping	program	for	the	duration	of	landfill	operation,	if	a	positive	increase	
in	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 numbers	 is	 observed.42	 	 Cowbird	 trapping	 programs	 conducted	 in	 Camp	
Pendleton	 and	 the	 Prado	 Basin	 to	 protect	 the	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 both	 in	 southern	 California,	 have	
demonstrated	 the	 success	 of	 long‐term	 trapping,	 although	 a	 few	 programs	 in	 California	 have	 not	
been	successful.		A	summary	of	these	programs	is	provided	below.	

Cowbird	control	in	Camp	Pendleton	was	initiated	in	1981	with	the	removal	of	cowbird	eggs	and/or	
cowbird	young	from	least	Bell’s	vireo	nests.		Cowbird	trapping	was	initiated	in	1983	and	became	the	
preferred	 method	 of	 cowbird	 control	 based	 on	 its	 effectiveness	 in	 increasing	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	
breeding	success,	whilst	also	being	more	cost	effective.		Between	the	initiation	of	the	cowbird	control	
program	in	1981	and	1995,	a	period	of	14	years,	the	percent	parasitism	by	cowbirds	decreased	from	
just	above	45	percent	 to	 less	 than	1	percent	(with	only	 two	cases	of	parasitism	between	1990	and	
1995).43		During	this	time	period,	the	number	of	vireos	increased	from	less	than	five	to	greater	than	
400.		However,	the	number	of	cowbirds	trapped	did	not	decrease	over	time,	and	the	number	of	traps	
required	also	did	not	decrease.			

																																																													
42	 If	 least	Bell’s	vireo	numbers	remain	stable,	or	decline,	during	the	 first	 five	years,	the	trapping	program	may	not	be	continued	and	

feasible	 alternative	 programs	 to	 increase	 least	Bell’s	 vireo	numbers	would	 be	 considered.	 	Termination	 of	 the	 cowbird	 trapping	
program	and	alternative	programs	would	require	USACE	approval.	

43	 U.S.	Department	of	the	Interior	Bureau	of	Reclamation.		2004.		Brown‐headed	Cowbird	Management	Techniques	Manual.	Technical	
Service	Center	Ecological	Planning	and	Assessment	Group;	Denver,	Colorado.	



4.4  BIological Resources    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.4‐56	 	

	

Cowbird	 control	 (including	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 nest	monitoring	 and	 cowbird	 trapping)	 in	 the	 Prado	
Basin,	located	in	Riverside	and	San	Bernardino	Counties,	was	initiated	in	1985	when	only	19	pairs	of	
vireos	were	documented	in	the	area,	and	all	of	them	were	parasitized.		Between	1985	and	2002,	the	
parasitism	rate	dropped	from	100	percent	to	seven	percent,	and	the	number	of	vireos	increased	to	
312	 pairs	 and	 429	 territories.44	 	 The	 Santa	 Ana	 Watershed	 Association	 has	 conducted	 cowbird	
trapping	in	the	Santa	Ana	Watershed,	including	Prado	Basin,	since	2001.		During	this	time	they	have	
observed	 annual	 variation,	 but	 a	 decrease	 in	 the	 numbers	 of	 cowbirds	 trapped	 has	 not	 been	
observed.	 	For	example,	 the	number	of	cowbirds	 trapped	during	 the	2008	breeding	season	 totaled	
2,463	using	50	traps,	and	in	2009	totaled	4,031	using	55	traps.45		As	such,	the	Santa	Ana	Watershed	

																																																													
44		 Santa	Ana	Watershed	Association	and	Orange	County	Water	District.		2008.		Cowbird	Trapping	Protocol.	
45		 Santa	Ana	Watershed	Association.		2008‐2009	Annual	Report.		Available	online	at:	sawatershed.org.	

Table 4.4‐4
 

Noise Levels at the Closest Least Bell’s Vireo Habitat 
	

Operation 
Distance 

(ft) 
Noise Levels without 

Berms (dBA Leq) 
Noise Levels with 
Berms (dBA Leq) 

LBV‐1a  (Ambient 53.9)	 	 	 	
Ancillary	Facility	 3,200	 42	 42	
Landfill	Working	Face		 3,000	 52	 35	d	
Borrow/Stockpile	Sites	 520	 70	 55c	
Entry	Facilities	Area	 2,400	 50	 50	
Rock	Crushing	or	Tire	Shredding	 1,500	 54	 54	

Total	Project	Noise	Levels	 ‐‐	 70	 58	
Total	With	Ambient	 	 70b	 59.7		
	 	 	 	
LBV‐2 a (Ambient 47.7)	 	 	 	

Ancillary	Facility	 400	 49	 49	
Landfill	Working	Face		 400	 70	 53d	
Borrow/Stockpile	Sites	 2,800	 55	 40	c	
Entry	Facilities	Area	 180	 61	 55	e	
Rock	Crushing	or	Tire	Shredding	 1,500	 54	 54	

Total	Project	Noise	Levels	 ‐‐	 71	 59	
Total	With	Ambient	 71b	 59.6		
   

a 
Locations are shown on Figure 4.4‐1. 

b  Exceeds 60 dBA Leq level. 
c  This noise reduction is attributable to a 12‐foot berm that is identified as design feature DF 4.9‐15a. 
d  This noise reduction  is attributable to the 18‐ to 20‐foot berm that  is to be constructed at the northern end of the 

landfill footprint as an operational design feature. 
e  

This reduction is attributable to a 10‐ to 16‐foot high sound wall along the northern edge of the facilities area and 

the truck route east of the facilities area as design feature DF 4.9‐15b. 
 

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2012 
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Association	 recognizes	 the	 need	 to	 conduct	 cowbird	 trapping	 in	 perpetuity;	 they	 also	 focus	 on	
monitoring	of	least	Bell’s	vireo	numbers	as	a	measure	to	determine	success	of	the	trapping.46	

Based	on	the	references	cited	above,	the	cowbird	trapping	should	be	combined	with	surveys	for	least	
Bell’s	 vireo	 in	 order	 to	monitor	 the	 population.	 	 The	 initial	 years	 of	 trapping	 should	be	utilized	 to	
establish	the	optimal	number	of	traps	and	location	of	traps,	based	on	the	number	of	cowbirds	caught	
and	numbers	of	least	Bell’s	vireo.		The	location	and	timing	of	trapping	is	also	likely	to	be	important,	
as	demonstrated	 in	a	 study	conducted	on	 the	Sweetwater	River,	 in	San	Diego	County.47	 	The	study	
recommended	optimizing	the	trapping	of	female	cowbirds,	which	are	the	brood	parasites,	by	locating	
traps	in	foraging	areas	and	starting	trapping	prior	to	the	breeding	season,	when	the	females	are	not	
concentrating	on	egg	laying	and	therefore	less	attracted	to	the	traps.			

There	are	examples	of	where	cowbird	trapping	may	not	be	effective	in	some	areas,	such	as	trapping	
programs	implemented	in	the	Cleveland	National	Forest	and	in	Santa	Barbara	County	that	have	not	
been	successful	in	preventing	a	decline	in	least	Bell’s	vireo	populations.48	 	Therefore,	if	the	cowbird	
trapping	program	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	not	demonstrating	a	positive	trend	in	
the	increase	of	least	Bell’s	vireo	numbers	after	the	initial	five	years	of	trapping,	the	cowbird	trapping	
program	may	be	reevaluated.		Termination	of	the	program	would	require	approval	from	USACE,	and	
would	 only	 be	 considered	 if	 the	 trapping	 program	 implemented	 was	 consistent	 with	 standard	
methodologies	that	have	proven	successful,	such	as	those	described	in	published	methodologies	and	
programs	being	conducted	at	Camp	Pendleton	and	by	the	Santa	Ana	Watershed	Association.	

With	 the	design	 features	described	above,	 including	 five	years	of	cowbird	 trapping	and	removal	of	
the	existing	dairies,	in	addition	to	the	proposed	mitigation	measure	to	extend	the	cowbird	trapping	
for	the	duration	of	the	landfill	operation,	no	significant	adverse	effects	are	anticipated.	

 Invasive	Plant	 Species:	 Non‐native,	 weedy	 species	may	 out‐compete	 and	 exclude	 native	 species,	
potentially	altering	the	structure	of	the	vegetation,	degrading	or	eliminating	habitat	used	by	the	least	
Bell’s	 vireo,	 and	 providing	 food	 and	 cover	 for	 undesirable	 non‐native	 animals.	 	 An	 invasive	 plant	
control	 program	 is	 outlined	 in	 the	HRRMP	 for	 all	 preservation	 areas,	 as	 also	 described	 under	 the	
arroyo	 toad	discussion	 above.	 	A	measure	 to	 avoid	 introduction	of	 non‐native	 species	 through	 the	
control	illegal	dumping	of	lawn	and	garden	clippings	is	also	required	as	part	of	an	operational	design	
feature	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	Therefore,	with	the	design	features,	no	significant	
adverse	effects	are	anticipated.	

 Infiltration	Areas:	 	Three	 infiltration	areas	are	proposed	as	part	of	 the	 initial	 storm	water	outfall	
design	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 that	 would	 be	 located	 within	 designated	 critical	
habitat	 areas	 for	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo.	 	 (See	 discussion	 above	 under	 arroyo	 toad	 for	 more	 detail	
regarding	 the	 infiltration	 areas.)	 	 Both	 the	Outfall	 2	 Infiltration	Area	 and	 the	Outfall	 5	 Infiltration	
Area	are	 located	in	areas	that	are	not	mapped	as	supporting	PCEs	for	 least	Bell’s	vireo.	 	Therefore,	
potential	 impacts	 from	the	release	of	water	are	 limited	to	 the	Outfall	1	 Infiltration	Area,	and	could	

																																																													
46		 Personal	communication	between	Ceri	Williams‐Dodd	of	PCR,	Susan	Hoffman	of	SAWA	and	Dr.	Richard	Zembal	of	the	Orange	County	

Water	District.		Email	communication	on	October	3,	2012.		
47		 Beezley,	J.A.	and	Rieger,	J	P.		1987.		Least	Bell’s	Vireo	Management	by	Cowbird	Trapping.		Western	Birds	18:55‐61.	
48	 U.S.	Department	of	the	Interior	Bureau	of	Reclamation.		2004.		Brown‐headed	Cowbird	Management	Techniques	Manual.	Technical	

Service	Center	Ecological	Planning	and	Assessment	Group;	Denver,	Colorado.	
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include	 indirect	 impacts	 to	vegetation	as	a	 result	of	 erosion	and/or	 increased	watering.	 	However,	
increased	watering	is	not	anticipated	to	be	a	significant	impact	since	the	release	of	water	is	expected	
on	 an	 infrequent	 basis	 after	 large	 storm	 events	 only,	 and	 would	 be	 slowly	 released	 following	
treatment	 in	 the	desilting	basin	and	outlet	 via	 the	energy	dissipater.	 	The	 intent	of	 the	 infiltration	
areas	 is	 that	 water	 would	 percolate	 into	 the	 soil,	 thereby	 avoiding	 any	 downstream	 effects.	 	 The	
planting	 and	management	 of	 this	 area	 would	 also	 be	 subject	 to	 the	 HRRMP	 that	 would	 take	 into	
consideration	 factors	 such	 as	 suitable	 plant	 species	 consistent	 with	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 HRRMP.		
Therefore,	with	 implementation	 of	 the	 Storm	Water	Management	 Plan	 and	 the	 design	 features	 to	
mitigate	 for	 habitat	 impacts,	 as	described	 above,	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 least	Bell’s	 vireo	
would	occur.	

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 

The	type	of	potential	direct	and	indirect	 impacts	from	the	construction,	operation,	and	maintenance	of	the	
proposed	landfill	on	the	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	would	be	the	same	as	those	described	for	the	least	
Bell’s	 vireo,	 above.	 	 Direct	 impacts	 to	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 are	
described	under	Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐3.		However,	since	no	breeding	pairs	of	southwestern	willow	
flycatcher	 have	 recently	 been	 detected	 on	 the	 site,	 no	 direct	 loss	 of	 individuals	 or	 indirect	 effects	 to	 this	
species	are	anticipated.			

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Nine	focused	surveys	for	the	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	over	the	past	22	years	have	shown	that	the	site	is	
not	occupied	by	the	species;	therefore,	this	species	is	considered	to	be	absent	from	the	site.		The	observation	
of	a	single	male	in	1995	north	of	SR	76	may	suggest	the	site	serves	some	purpose	in	the	dispersal	of	coastal	
California	gnatcatchers;	however,	breeding	has	not	been	documented.	 	Direct	 impacts	 to	coastal	California	
gnatcatcher	designated	critical	habitat	are	described	under	Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐3.		However,	since	
no	 breeding	 pairs	 of	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 have	 not	 been	 detected	 on	 the	 site,	 no	 direct	 loss	 of	
individuals	 or	 indirect	 effects	 to	 this	 species	 (e.g.,	 nest	 parasitism,	 un‐natural	 predation,	 invasive	 plants,	
noise,	and	lighting)	are	anticipated.			

Golden Eagle  

This	listed	species	is	addressed	in	detail	under	Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐6,	below,	including	an	analysis	
of	 direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts	 from	 human	 presence,	 view	 shed	 alterations,	 loss	 of	 foraging	 habitat,	 and	
predation.	 	 The	 discussion	 also	 outlines	 design	 features	 and	 mitigation	 measures	 that	 would	 address	
potential	 impacts	 to	 golden	 eagle	 from	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 result	 in	 no	 significant	
adverse	effects	to	this	species.	

Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat  

As	discussed	under	subsection	4.4.3.1,	there	is	little	to	no	potential	for	Stephen’s	kangaroo	rat	to	occupy	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site	largely	due	to	a	lack	of	habitat,	and	none	were	observed	during	focused	
surveys.		As	such,	no	direct	or	indirect	effects	to	this	species	are	anticipated.		
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Other Species  

Listed Species Observed On Site 

Other	state‐	and	federal‐listed	species	were	observed	on	site	or	immediately	adjacent	to	the	site,49	as	listed	
below.		In	many	cases	impacts	are	either	not	anticipated	due	to	absence	of	the	species	directly	on	site,	or	the	
species	is	present	on	site	but	no	impacts	are	proposed	to	the	area	occupied.	 	Any	adverse	impacts	to	these	
species	is	not	anticipated	to	be	significant	due	to	the	proposed	dedication	of	on	site	open	space,	the	relatively	
large	 areas	 of	 land	 in	 the	 region	 that	 support	 viable	 populations,	 and	 the	 relatively	 low	 sensitivity	 of	 the	
species	 (none	 are	 rare,	 endangered	 or	 threatened).	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 design	 features	 proposed	 by	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	further	ensure	no	significant	adverse	effects.		The	species	and	their	
listing	status	are	provided	below.		

 Engelmann	Oak	[CRPR	List	4.2]	

 Coast	horned	lizard	(Phrynosoma	blainvillii)	[SSC]	

 Coronado	Island	Skink	(Plestiodon	skiltonianus	interparietalis)	[SSC]		

 Orangethroat	whiptail	[SSC]	

 Coast	patch‐nosed	snake	(Salvadora	hexalepis	virgultea)	[SSC]	

 Northern	red‐diamond	rattlesnake	[SSC]	

 White‐faced	ibis	(Plegadis	chihi)	[CDFG	Watch	list]	

 Northern	harrier	(Circus	cyaneus)	[SSC]	

 Sharp‐shinned	hawk	(Accipiter	striatus)	[CDFG	Watch	List]	

 Cooper’s	hawk	[CDFG	Watch	List]	

 Common	Barn	Owl	[MBTA]	

 Great	horned	owl	(Bubo	virginianus)	[MBTA]	

 Western	screech	owl	(Otus	tricopsis)	[MBTA]	

 Short‐eared	owl	(Asio	flammeus)	[SSC]	

 Coastal	cactus	wren	[SSC]	

 Loggerhead	shrike	(Lanius	ludovicianus)	[SSC]	

 Yellow	warbler	[SSC]	

 Yellow‐breasted	chat	[SSC]	

 Southern	California	rufous‐crowned	sparrow	[CDFG	Watch	List]	

 Tricolored	blackbird	(Agelaius	tricolor)	[SSC]	

 San	Diego	black‐tailed	jackrabbit	(Lepus	californicus	bennettii)	[SSC]	

																																																													
49		 County	of	San	Diego	Department	of	Environmental	Health.	2007.	Revised	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report.	State	Clearinghouse	

No.	1995061007.	
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Listed Species Potentially Occurring On Site 

Additional	 state‐	 and	 federal‐listed	 species	were	 assessed	 for	 their	 potential	 to	 occur	 on	 the	 landfill	 site.		
Based	on	their	known	distribution	and	the	presence	or	absence	of	potentially	suitable	habitat,	these	species	
were	either	determined	as	having	a	potential	 to	occur,	or	were	not	expected	to	occur.50	 	For	 those	species	
with	potential	to	occur,	none	are	rare,	endangered,	or	threatened,	and	any	impacts	would	be	minimal	based	
on	the	design	features	included	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	including	on	site	open	space.		
In	addition,	relatively	large	areas	of	land	in	the	region	exist	that	support	viable	populations.	 	Some	species,	
such	as	raptor	species,	are	protected	under	the	MBTA	and	if	 found	would	require	avoidance	and	potential	
mitigation	 pursuant	 to	 the	 regulation.	 	 With	 the	 design	 features	 and/or	 compliance	 with	 applicable	
regulations	no	significant	adverse	effects	to	other	state‐	and	federal‐listed	species	would	occur.		The	species	
and	their	listing	status	are	provided	below.		

Listed	Species	with	Potential	to	Occur	On	site	

 Arroyo	chub	(Gila	orcutti)	[SSC]	

 California	red‐legged	frog	(Rana	aurora	draytonii)	[SSC]	

 Western	pond	turtle	(Clemmys	marmorata)	[SSC]	

 Ferruginous	hawk	(Buteo	regalis)	[CDFG	Watch	List]		

 Merlin	(Falco	columbarius)	[CDFG	Watch	List]	

 Burrowing	owl	(Athene	cunicularia)	[SSC]	

 Long‐eared	owl	(Asio	otus)	[SSC]	

 California	horned	lark	(Eremophila	alpestris	actia)	[CDFG	Watch	List]	

 Bell’s	sage	sparrow	(Amphispiza	belli	belli)	[CDFG	Watch	List]	

 Grasshopper	sparrow	(Ammodramus	savannarum)	[SSC]	

 California	mastiff	bat	(Eumops	perotis	californicus)	[SSC]	

 Pallid	bat	(Antrozous	pallidus)	[SSC]	

 Northwestern	San	Diego	pocket	mouse	(Chaetodipus	fallax	fallax)	[SSC]	

 Dulzura	California	pocket	mouse	(Chaetodipus	californicus	femoralis)	[SSC]	

 Pacific	pocket	mouse	(Perognathus	longimembris	pacificus)	[FE,	SSC]	

 Southern	grasshopper	mouse	(Onychomys	torridus	ramona)	[SSC]	

 San	Diego	desert	woodrat	[SSC]	

 Ringtail	(Bassariscus	astutus)	[FP]	

 American	badger	(Taxidea	taxus)	[SSC]	

 Sandstone	night	lizard	(Xantusia	henshawii)	[SSC]	
																																																													
50		 County	of	San	Diego	Department	of	Environmental	Health.	2007.	Revised	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report.	State	Clearinghouse	

No.	1995061007.	
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 Silvery	legless	lizard	(Anniella	pulchra	pulchra)	[SSC]	

 Two‐striped	garter	snake	(Thamnophis	hammondii)	[SSC]	

Listed	Species	Not	Expected	to	Occur	On	site	

 Western	spadefoot	toad	(Spea	hammondii)	[SSC]	

 Double‐crested	cormorant	(Phalacrocorax	auritus)	[CDFG	Watch	List]	

 Least	bittern	(Ixobrychus	exilis)	[SSC]	

 California	leaf‐nosed	bat	(Macrotus	californicus)	[SSC]	

 Mexican	long‐tongued	bat	(Choeronycteris	mexicana)	[SSC]	

 Spotted	bat	(Euderma	maculatum)	[SSC]	

 Townsend’s	western	big‐eared	bat	(Corynorhinus	townsendii)	[SSC]	

Unique or Rare Species Potentially Occurring On Site 

In	 addition	 to	 the	 state‐	 and	 federal‐listed	 species	 described	 above,	 ten	 species	 considered	 regionally	 or	
locally	sensitive	were	either	observed	on	the	site	or	identified	as	having	a	potential	to	occur	on	site.		These	
species	and	their	listing	status	are	provided	below.		However,	none	of	these	species	have	been	classified	as	
unique	or	rare	and,	as	such,	they	are	considered	to	have	a	low	sensitivity.		Two	of	these	species	are	classified	
as	NES	under	 the	Draft	North	County	Plan,	 and	would	be	 subject	 to	 the	Narrow	Endemic	Policy	 requiring	
specific	avoidance	and	mitigation	measures.	 	No	significant	adverse	effects	to	these	species	are	anticipated	
due	to	design	features	included	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 including	the	dedicated	on	
site	open	space,	in	addition	to	the	relatively	large	areas	of	land	in	the	region	that	support	viable	populations.			

Observed	On	site	

 Coastal	rosy	boa	(Charina	trivirgata	roseofusca)	[County	of	San	Diego	Group	2]		

 Blue‐gray	gnatcatcher	(Polioptila	caerulea)	[Everett51	–	Declining]		

 Blue	grosbeak	(Passerina	caerulea)	[Everett	–	Species	of	Local	Concern]		

 Downy	woodpecker	(Picoides	pubescens)	[Everett	–	Declining]		

 Green	heron	(Butorides	striatus)	[County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	Everett	‐	Declining]		

 Red‐shouldered	hawk	(Buteo	lineatus)	[County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	Blue	List	198652]	

Potential	to	Occur	On	site	

 Harbison’s	dun	skipper	butterfly	(Euphyes	vestris	harbisoni)	[County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	NES]	

 Hermes	copper	butterfly	(Lycaena	hermes)	[County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	NES]	

 San	Diego	ringneck	snake	(Diadophis	punctatus	similis)	[County	of	San	Diego	Group	2]	
																																																													
51		 Everett,	W.T.	1979.	Threatened,	Declining,	and	Sensitive	Bird	Species	in	San	Diego	County.	Sketches.		
52		 Tate,	J.	1986.	The	Blue	List	for	1986.	American	Birds	40:	227‐236.	
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SDCWA	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option:	If	the	SDCWA	relocation	option	were	implemented,	direct	and	indirect	
impacts	could	occur	to	 federally‐listed	species,	 including	 least	Bells’	vireo,	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	
arroyo	toad,	and	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	as	summarized	below.	

Least	 Bell’s	 Vireo	 and	 Southwestern	 Willow	 Flycatcher:	 No	 direct	 impacts	 would	 occur	 to	 any	 riparian	
habitat	suitable	for	least	Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		Indirect	
impacts	could	occur	to	these	species	through	construction	noise	adjacent	to	the	riparian	habitat,	therefore	a	
design	 feature	 would	 be	 incorporated	 to	 reduce	 noise	 levels	 to	 below	 60	 dB(A)	 Leq	 in	 habitat	 for	 these	
species	between	March	15	and	September	15	(DF	4.9‐19j).	 	 Indirect	 impacts	could	also	occur	to	the	water	
quality	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	that	would	affect	habitat	for	these	species,	which	would	be	avoided	through	
a	design	feature	requiring	temporary	erosion	control	measures	(DF	4.9‐19f).		Areas	not	proposed	for	impacts	
would	be	fenced	during	construction	to	avoid	inadvertent	removal	of	any	habitat	(DF	4.9‐19d).	

Arroyo	Toad:	No	direct	impacts	would	occur	to	any	riparian	habitat	suitable	for	arroyo	toad	in	the	San	Luis	
Rey	River.		Direct	impacts	could	occur	to	potentially	suitable	arroyo	toad	upland	habitat,	and	potential	direct	
loss	of	 arroyo	 toad	 individuals.	 	Therefore,	 to	 avoid	 these	 impacts,	design	 features	would	be	 incorporated	
including	mitigation	for	arroyo	toad	upland	habitat	through	the	HRRMP	(DF	4.9‐19e),	exclusionary	fencing	
to	prevent	arroyo	toad	access	to	the	construction	zone	(DF	4.9‐19g),	pre‐	and	post‐exclusion	fencing	surveys	
by	 a	permitted	biologist	 and	 relocation	of	 any	 toads	 found	 (DF	 4.9‐19h),	 and	 trench	 covers	 to	 avoid	 toad	
from	becoming	trapped	(DF	4.9‐19j).		Potential	indirect	impacts	from	decreased	water	quality	in	the	San	Luis	
Rey	River	could	result	in	arroyo	toad	mortality,	which	would	be	avoided	through	a	design	feature	requiring	
temporary	erosion	control	measures	(DF	4.9‐19f).		Areas	not	proposed	for	impacts	would	be	fenced	during	
construction	to	avoid	inadvertent	removal	of	any	habitat	(DF	4.9‐19d).	

Coastal	California	Gnatcatcher:	Impacts	to	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	would	
be	compensated	through	design	features,	as	discussed	under	Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐4.	

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 design	 features,	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 federally‐listed	 species	
associated	with	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	relocation	option	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	 following	 mitigation	 measure	 is	 proposed	 to	 mitigate	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 on	 the	 state‐	 and	
federally‐	listed	least	Bell’s	vireo.	

MM	 Gregory	 Bio‐2:	 The	 cowbird	 trapping	 program	 shall	 occur	 for	 the	 duration	 of	 the	 landfill	
operation	if	trapping	during	the	first	five	years	shows	a	positive	trend	in	the	increase	of	
least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 numbers.	 	 If	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 numbers	 remain	 stable,	 or	 a	 decline	 is	
observed,	 termination	 of	 the	 cowbird	 trapping	 program	 and	 feasible	 alternative	
programs	to	increase	least	Bell’s	vireo	numbers	should	be	considered.		Termination	of	the	
program	and	alternative	programs	would	require	approval	from	USACE.		If	implemented,	
the	cowbird	trapping	program	should	be	consistent	with	published	methodologies.	
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Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	 indirect	 impacts	on	golden	eagle	nesting	and	 foraging	habitats	that	has	the	potential	to	
affect	the	species’	long‐term	viability.	

Impact	 Statement	Gregory	BIO‐6:	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	 result	 in	direct	
impacts	 to	golden	eagle	nesting,	but	 could	 result	 in	 indirect	 impacts	 from	 loss	of	 foraging	habitat,	
relocation	of	the	SDG&E	transmission	lines	and	towers,	human	activity,	view	shed	disturbances,	and	
nest	 predation.	 	 With	 implementation	 of	 design	 features	 and	 proposed	 mitigation	 measures,	
including	 restricting	 construction	 activities	 and	 nest	 removal	 to	 outside	 the	 breeding	 season,	
restricting	access	to	the	nesting	site,	and	conducting	eagle	monitoring,	no	significant	adverse	effects	
would	occur	to	golden	eagle.	

A	golden	eagle	pair	occupies	Gregory	Mountain	on	the	site,	in	an	area	that	is	not	proposed	for	development.		
Therefore,	 direct	 impacts	 from	 nest	 removal	 would	 not	 occur	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative.	 	 An	 assessment	 prepared	 by	WRI	 is	 provided	 in	Appendix	G	 of	 this	 EIS,53	 and	 is	 summarized	
below.	 	 With	 the	 design	 features	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 the	 proposed	 mitigation	
measures,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	to	golden	eagle.		

Foraging:	 The	 Gregory	Mountain	 golden	 eagle	 pair	 have	 a	 foraging	 range	 of	 approximately	 20‐25	 square	
miles	and	currently	forage	over	the	entire	San	Luis	Rey	River	valley,	the	hill	slopes	north	of	SR	76,	the	area	
west	of	Gregory	Mountain,	and	Gregory	Mountain	itself.	 	The	eagles	forage	in	areas	where	the	brush	is	not	
too	dense,	to	allow	enough	room	between	shrubs	for	their	seven‐foot	wingspan	when	they	swoop	down	to	
grab	prey.54	 	 Potential	 impacts	 to	 these	 foraging	 areas	 from	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	 total	 29	
acres.		No	significant	adverse	effects	to	golden	eagle	foraging	habitats	is	expected	due	to	the	limited	amount	
of	 impact	 to	 foraging	 habitat	 and,	 according	 to	 WRI,	 the	 continued	 availability	 of	 foraging	 land	 during	
construction.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 also	 includes	 conservation	 in	 perpetuity	 of	
approximately	1,313	 acres	 of	 open	 space	 that	 is	 important	 foraging	habitat	 for	 the	 golden	 eagles.	 	 This	 is	
equivalent	to	2.1	square	miles	of	the	20‐25	square	miles	used	by	the	eagles.	

Transmission	Lines:	Two	SDG&E	transmission	towers	and	lines	within	the	proposed	landfill	footprint	would	
be	 relocated,	 of	which	 the	 northernmost	 tower	 is	 known	 to	 be	 used	 by	 the	 eagle	 pair	 for	 perching.	 	 The	
towers	 would	 be	 replaced	 outside	 the	 breeding	 period	 for	 the	 eagles	 to	 avoid	 disruption	 to	 breeding	
behavior	(design	feature	DF	4.9‐8).		The	towers	and	their	associated	lines	would	be	relocated	parallel	to	their	
current	 location,	 and	 would	 be	 shifted	 upslope.	 	 Therefore,	 as	 the	 relocated	 towers	 and	 lines	 would	
approximate	 current	 conditions	 in	 the	 same	 general	 area,	 no	 increased	 risk	 is	 expected	 due	 to	 injuries	
(broken	legs/wings)	or	electrocution	by	flying	into	the	lines.		In	addition,	the	design	of	the	towers	would	be	
consistent	 with	 the	 existing	 towers	 to	 encourage	 continued	 use	 by	 the	 golden	 eagles	 for	 perching.	 	 The	
southernmost	tower	and	any	raptor	nests	would	also	be	moved	June	through	November	or	at	any	time	the	
nest	is	not	active	to	avoid	impacts	to	breeding	(DF	4.9‐10).		Relocation	of	the	towers	would	include	the	use	of	
grading	equipment	(for	example,	dozer,	blade,	excavator,	skid‐steer,	 loader,	water	truck),	drill	rigs,	cranes,	
utility	 bucket/boom	 trucks,	 concrete	 trucks	 and	 helicopters.	 	 Design	 features	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	

																																																													
53	 At	the	request	of	WRI,	specific	details	on	the	location	of	the	nest	provided	in	the	assessment,	including	maps	and	coordinates,	have	

been	removed	from	the	report	or	blacked	out	within	the	text	to	protect	the	golden	eagles.	
54		 County	of	San	Diego	Department	of	Environmental	Health.	2007.	Revised	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report.	State	Clearinghouse	

No.	1995061007.	
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Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	to	compensate	for	potential	impacts	from	activities	during	tower	relocation	
activities,	including	conducting	activities	less	than	2,000	feet	from	the	eagle’s	nest	as	close	to	the	end	of	the	
breeding	 season	 in	 June	 (DF	 4.9‐9c)	 and	 conducting	 eagle	 surveys	 to	 monitor	 behavior	 (DF	 4.9‐9b).		
Pursuant	 to	 WRI,	 an	 active	 eagle	 nest	 occurs	 within	 750	 feet	 of	 construction	 along	 the	 SDG&E	 Sunrise	
Powerlink	transmission	line	project	and	these	eagles	are	not	being	disturbed	from	ongoing	helicopter	flights.		
This	is	largely	due	to	monitors	on	that	project	working	with	the	contractors	to	choose	flight	paths	that	avoid	
going	near	or	over	the	nest.55	 	DF	4.9‐9b	requires	weekly	monitoring	to	confirm	the	eagle	pair	is	exhibiting	
reproductive	behavior.	 	However,	 there	 is	 still	 a	potential	 for	 significant	 adverse	 effects	during	helicopter	
flights,	if	they	are	not	conducted	according	to	recommendations	by	an	eagle	specialist.	 	Therefore,	to	avoid	
significant	 adverse	 effects	 during	 construction	 activities,	 MM	 Gregory	 Bio‐3	 and	 MM	 Gregory	 Bio‐4	 are	
proposed	to	replace	DF	4.9‐9b.		MM	Gregory	Bio‐3	requires	pre‐construction	monitoring,	whilst	MM	Gregory	
Bio‐4	requires	monitoring	during	construction	with	passive	nest	relocation	should	disturbance	to	the	eagles	
be	 determined	 by	 the	 eagle	 specialist.	 	 With	 the	 design	 features	 and	mitigation	 measures,	 no	 significant	
adverse	effects	to	golden	eagle	from	the	transmission	lines	are	anticipated.	

Human	Activity:	Golden	eagles	are	highly	sensitive	to	nest	site	disturbances	by	human	activity,	and	are	less	
likely	to	be	disturbed	by	ambient	noise	 levels.	 	Human	disturbance	at	cliff	nest	sites	has	been	identified	as	
the	main	reason	for	nest	abandonment	and	failure	in	San	Diego	County.		Abandonment	of	the	nest	would	be	a	
significant	adverse	effect	as	no	other	suitable	territories	exist	in	the	area	and,	as	such,	the	eagles	would	not	
be	able	to	move	to	another	nest.		According	to	WRI,	there	are	records	of	eagles	moving	to	new	nest	sites	up	
to	 one	mile	 away	 from	 the	 previous	 nest	 site	 due	 to	 fires	 destroying	 the	 old	 nest.	 	 However,	 there	 is	 no	
conclusive	evidence	of	golden	eagles	moving	nests	due	to	disturbance.		WRI	has	a	record	of	one	golden	eagle	
pair	in	early	2012	moving	almost	one	mile	to	a	new	nest	site,	possibly	due	to	road	construction	near	the	old	
nest	site;	the	new	nest	site	is	near	other	nests	that	have	been	used	over	the	last	20	years.56			

The	 current	 and	 historic	 locations	 of	 the	 nest	 sites	 would	 be	 preserved	 by	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	within	a	1,313	acre	dedicated	open	space	area.		In	addition,	the	area	is	already	heavily	disturbed	
by	 the	 previously	 operational	 local	 sand	mine,	 existing	 easements,	 farming	 activity,	 rural	 residences,	 off‐
highway	vehicle	travel,	and	SR	76.		The	golden	eagle	pair	is	known	to	use	the	SDG&E	tower	near	SR	76,	and	
they	 have	 tolerated	 the	 adjacent	 sand	mine	 in	 the	 past.	 	 This	 suggests	 that	 the	Gregory	Mountain	 golden	
eagle	pair	is	already	adapted	to	high	levels	of	human	activity	and,	as	such,	it	is	probable	that	they	could	adapt	
to	the	landfill	and	its	associated	activities	if	they	are	introduced	slowly.57		Furthermore,	according	to	WRI,	the	
Gregory	Canyon	golden	eagle	nest	site	is	stable	and	the	golden	eagles	are	not	expected	to	leave	as	a	result	of	
the	alternative.		However,	breeding	could	be	affected	if	measures	were	not	taken	to	avoid	impacts.		Although	
the	 golden	 eagles	 appear	 to	 have	 been	 able	 adapt	 to	 changing	 land	 uses,	 disturbances	 below	 nest	 sites	
appear	to	be	tolerated	more	by	this	species	that	disturbances	above	nest	sites.58		The	Gregory	Canyon	landfill	
would	be	located	below	the	nest	site.		Also,	regular	noise	is	not	considered	an	issue,	as	opposed	to	irregular	
loud	noises	such	as	helicopter	 flights	(see	Transmission	Lines	discussion	above)	and	explosions	that	could	

																																																													
55		 Personal	Communication	between	Mr.	David	Bittner	of	WRI	and	Mr.	Steve	Nelson	of	PCR.		Telephone	conversation	on	April	6,	2012.	
56		 Personal	Communication	between	Mr.	David	Bittner	of	WRI	and	Mr.	Steve	Nelson	of	PCR.	Email	dated	April	3,	2012.	
57		 Personal	Communication	between	Mr.	David	Bittner	of	WRI	and	Mr.	Steve	Nelson	of	PCR.		Telephone	conversation	on	April	6,	2012.	
58	 Based	on	information	provided	by	Dave	Bittner	and	Renee	Rivard	of	the	Wildlife	Research	Institute	during	a	meeting	with	PCR	(Steve	

Nelson	and	Ceri	Williams‐Dodd)	on	November	8,	2012.	
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disturb	 the	 eagles.59	 	 Initial	 construction	may	 require	 controlled	 blasting	 to	 fracture	 the	 underlying	 rock	
structure	 and	 ease	 the	 removal	 of	 and	 access	 to	 final	 footprint	 elevations.	 	 During	 periodic	 construction	
(every	 one	 to	 five	 years),	 material	 would	 be	 excavated	 from	 the	 footprint	 of	 the	 landfill	 using	 mobile	
equipment	with	deeper	deposits	potentially	requiring	some	drilling	and	blasting	to	loosen	the	material.	 	In	
addition	to	mitigation	measures	MM	Gregory	Bio‐3	and	MM	Gregory	Bio‐4	requiring	monitoring	prior	to	and	
during	 construction,	 a	mitigation	measure	 is	 proposed	 to	 conduct	 blasting	 tests	 prior	 to	 the	 golden	 eagle	
breeding	season	in	order	to	avoid	impacts	from	blasting	(MM	Gregory	Bio‐5).	 	The	testing	would	condition	
the	birds	 to	 the	blasting	noise,	by	gradually	 increasing	 the	duration	and/or	 intensity	of	blasting	activities.		
The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 includes	 design	 features	 to	 avoid	 impacts	 from	 human	 activity,	
including	restricting	access	from	the	landfill	site	to	the	eagle	nesting	site	to	eagle	specialists	and	researchers	
conducting	monitoring	 (DF	4.9‐9a).	 	However,	 there	 is	 still	 a	 potential	 for	 significant	 impacts	 from	public	
access	unless	the	public	are	notified	of	the	restricted	access.		Therefore,	to	avoid	impacts	the	design	feature	
DF	4.9‐9a	would	need	to	be	supplemented	with	a	mitigation	measure	requiring	signs	to	inform	the	public	of	
the	restricted	access,	as	recommended	by	WRI	below	as	MM	Gregory	Bio‐6.		In	addition	to	the	above	design	
features,	construction	activities	less	than	2,000	feet	from	the	nest	would	be	limited	to	the	end	of	the	breeding	
season	through	design	 feature	DF	4.9‐9c.	 	With	 implementation	of	 these	design	 features	and	the	proposed	
mitigation	measures,	no	significant	adverse	effects	to	golden	eagles	from	human	activity	are	anticipated.	

View	Shed	Alterations:	Golden	eagles	have	approximately	eight	times	greater	visual	acuity	than	humans.		As	
such,	the	golden	eagle	pair	has	a	view	of	the	entire	valley,	and	would	be	aware	of	all	activity	irrespective	of	
where	they	nest.		Since	the	proposed	landfill	is	below	the	nest	elevation,	this	provides	a	sense	of	protection	
to	the	eagles.	 	Also,	the	eagle	pair	has	successfully	tolerated	many	years	of	heavy	equipment	activity	in	the	
gravel	quarry	below	the	nest	within	2,000	feet,	and	are	known	to	hunt	ducks	on	the	ponded	water	and	use	
man‐made	objects	on	 that	 site	 for	perching.60	 	 It	 is	 anticipated	 that	 the	 same	behavior	would	occur	at	 the	
landfill,	with	the	eagles	being	habituated	to	everyday	activities	such	as	trucks,	equipment,	and	traffic	noise.		
However,	as	supported	by	the	WRI,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	includes	design	features	that	would	
limit	construction	activities	to	outside	the	breeding	season	(DF	4.9‐9c),	and	the	eagles	would	be	monitored	
to	assess	any	impacts	of	the	activities	on	their	behavior	(DF	4.9‐9b).	 	The	period	just	prior	to	egg	laying	is	
critical	 as	 the	 female	decides	 if	 and	where	 she	will	nest,	 therefore	monitoring	would	be	 important	during	
that	time.		According	to	WRI,	construction	activities	have	occurred	within	700	feet	of	golden	eagles	that	have	
successfully	 bred,	with	 the	 eagles	 flying	within	 200	 feet	 of	 construction	workers	 during	 that	 time.61	 	 The	
eagles	were	given	time	to	adjust	to	the	activity.		Therefore,	with	implementation	of	the	design	features	and	
proposed	mitigation	measures	outlined	above,	no	significant	adverse	effects	to	the	golden	eagles	from	view	
shed	alterations	are	anticipated.	

Nest	Predation62:	The	 location	of	 the	 golden	eagle	nest	 is	within	a	 steep	area	 that	 is	not	 easily	 accessible.	
Therefore,	 taking	of	 eggs	or	 chicks	by	humans	or	 terrestrial	predators	 is	not	 anticipated	 to	be	a	potential	
impact	 for	the	golden	eagles.	 	However,	human	disturbance	 in	the	vicinity	of	 the	nest	or	blasting	activities	
resulting	 in	 flushing	 of	 the	 golden	 eagles	 away	 from	 the	nest	 could	 result	 in	 the	 nest	 being	 vulnerable	 to	

																																																													
59		 Ibid.	
60		 Personal	Communication	between	Mr.	David	Bittner	of	WRI	and	Mr.	Steve	Nelson	of	PCR.	Email	dated	April	3,	2012.	
61		 Ibid.	
62		 Based	on	information	provided	by	Dave	Bittner	and	Renee	Rivard	of	the	Wildlife	Research	Institute	during	a	meeting	with	PCR	(Steve	

Nelson	and	Ceri	Williams‐Dodd)	on	November	8,	2012.	
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avian	 predators	 such	 as	 red‐tailed	 hawks	 (Buteo	 jamaicensis)	 and	 common	 ravens	 (Corvus	 corax).	 	 The	
potential	for	golden	eagles	to	leave	the	nest	is	highest	during	egg	incubation;	golden	eagles	are	not	known	to	
leave	 the	 nest	 once	 the	 eggs	 have	 hatched.	 	 The	 proposed	 mitigation	 measures	 to	 avoid	 impacts	 from	
construction	 activities	 such	 as	 blasting	 (see	 MM	 Gregory	 Bio‐5)	 and	 to	 restrict	 human	 access	 (see	 MM	
Gregory	 Bio‐6)	 would	 therefore	 also	 avoid	 potential	 impacts	 from	 nest	 predation.	 	 Therefore,	 with	
implementation	of	 the	design	 features	and	proposed	mitigation	measures,	no	significant	adverse	effects	 to	
the	golden	eagles	from	nest	predation	are	anticipated.	

Nest	 or	Territory	Abandonment63:	 The	Gregory	Canyon	 golden	 eagle	 territory	 is	 considered	 stable,	with	 a	
history	of	golden	eagles	using	the	area	prior	to	the	1930s	based	on	data	collected	by	WRI.	 	As	a	result,	the	
golden	eagles	are	not	anticipated	to	abandon	their	Gregory	Canyon	territory	if	disturbed	during	construction	
of	 the	 landfill.	 	 If	 the	 golden	 eagles	 are	 disturbed	 despite	 the	measures	 implemented	 through	 the	 design	
features	and	proposed	mitigation	measures,	under	the	guidance	of	an	eagle	specialist,	the	golden	eagles	may	
not	breed	during	construction	and/or	they	may	abandon	and	relocate	their	nest	site.		The	current	nest	site	
appears	to	be	in	an	optimal	location	since	it	is	not	visible	from	the	site	and	has	been	used	by	golden	eagles	
for	many	years.		Furthermore,	there	are	not	many	nesting	options	for	golden	eagles	in	the	area.			As	such,	the	
potential	 for	nest	abandonment	is	considered	low.	 	However,	the	mitigation	measure	proposed	that	would	
allow	for	passive	relocation	of	the	nest	site	(MM	Gregory	Bio‐4)	would	compensate	for	potential	impacts	if	
the	eagles	are	determined	disturbed	by	construction	and	 likely	 to	 abandon	 the	nest.	 	Also,	 in	 the	unlikely	
event	 the	 golden	 eagles	 abandon	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 territory	 based	 on	 construction	 of	 the	 landfill,	 as	
determined	 by	 the	 eagle	 specialist	 based	 on	 collected	 data,	 a	mitigation	measure	 is	 proposed	 to	 fund	 or	
purchase	known	or	potential	golden	eagle	nesting	habitat.		For	reference,	the	WRI	considers	a	golden	eagle	
territory	extirpated	if	a	golden	eagle	is	without	a	mate	for	a	period	of	five	years.			

First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option:	Since	the	golden	eagle	nest	on	Gregory	Mountain	is	greater	than	
2,000	feet	from	the	relocation	area,	no	significant	adverse	effects	are	anticipated	to	the	golden	eagles.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	mitigation	measures	below	are	proposed	to	replace	DF	4.9‐9b	and	DF	4.9‐9a.		The	mitigation	measures	
would	 provide	 mitigation	 for	 potential	 effects	 from	 construction	 activities	 such	 as	 helicopter	 flights	 and	
blasting,	and	from	public	access.	

MM	Gregory	Bio‐3:	One	breeding	season	prior	to	ground	disturbance,	data	on	the	eagle	pair	shall	be	
collected	by	 an	 eagle	 specialist	 to	determine	where	 the	 eagles	 are	nesting	on	 site,	 nest	
behavior,	and	foraging	activities.		This	shall	include	installation	of	a	nest	camera	prior	to	
the	breeding	season	to	monitor	the	eagles	and	their	nest	behavior,	in	addition	to	ground	
observations	to	determine	foraging	behavior.		The	information	collected	shall	be	used	as	
baseline	data	on	the	expected	behavior	of	the	golden	eagles.		

MM	Gregory	Bio‐4:	Weekly	monitoring	of	 the	eagle	pair	 shall	be	conducted	by	an	eagle	specialist	
during	 the	 breeding	 season	 (December	 through	 May)	 to	 confirm	 the	 eagle	 pair	 is	
exhibiting	expected	nest	and	 foraging	behavior	patterns,	as	determined	by	 the	baseline	

																																																													
63		 Based	on	information	provided	by	Dave	Bittner	and	Renee	Rivard	of	the	Wildlife	Research	Institute	during	a	meeting	with	PCR	(Steve	

Nelson	and	Ceri	Williams‐Dodd)	on	November	8,	2012.	
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data.	 	 Monitoring	 through	 use	 of	 a	 nest	 camera	 shall	 also	 be	 continued	 during	
construction	of	 the	 landfill.	 	 In	addition	 to	weekly	monitoring	and	 the	nest	 camera,	 the	
eagle	specialist	shall	monitor	as	needed	when	construction	activities	are	occurring	during	
the	breeding	season	within	2,000	feet	of	the	eagle	nest,	or	during	major	activities	such	as	
helicopter	 flights	 or	 blasting.	 	 The	 construction	 contractors	 shall	 be	 responsible	 for	
contacting	the	eagle	specialist	prior	to	conducting	these	activities,	and	the	eagle	specialist	
shall	be	responsible	for	identifying	measures	to	avoid	impacts	to	the	eagles	during	these	
activities	and	monitoring	of	the	activities.		The	need	and	frequency	of	monitoring	shall	be	
determined	by	the	specialist	based	on	their	knowledge	of	the	golden	eagles	and	the	type	
of	construction	activities	proposed.	 	 If	 the	eagle	specialist	determines	 the	golden	eagles	
are	 exhibiting	 signs	 of	 disturbance	 due	 to	 construction,	 as	 indicated	 by	 any	 deviations	
from	 expected	 behaviors,	 even	 after	 all	 avoidance	 measures	 recommended	 by	 the	
specialist	 have	 been	 adopted,	 at	 least	 one	 alternative	 nest	 site	 shall	 be	 constructed	 to	
passively	relocate	the	golden	eagles.		The	alternative	nest	site	shall	be	within	the	golden	
eagle	territory,	and	the	location	and	construction	of	the	nest	shall	be	determined	by	the	
eagle	specialist	and	in	accordance	with	the	Bald	and	Golden	Eagle	Act	requirements.		

MM	Gregory	Bio‐5:	During	 the	 non‐breeding	 season	 prior	 to	 construction,	 blasting	 tests	 shall	 be	
conducted	under	the	guidance	of	an	eagle	specialist	and	in	accordance	with	the	Bald	and	
Golden	Eagle	Act	requirements.		The	purpose	of	the	tests	is	to	condition	the	golden	eagles	
to	 the	 noise	 by	 gradually	 increasing	 the	 duration	 and/or	 intensity	 of	 the	 blasting	
activities.		An	eagle	specialist	shall	monitor	the	golden	eagles	during	the	blasting	tests	to	
observe	 the	 behavior	 of	 the	 birds	 and	 determine	 any	 potential	 impacts	 or	 suitable	
minimization	 measures.	 	 Blasting	 activities	 that	 must	 occur	 during	 the	 golden	 eagle	
breeding	season	shall	be	restricted	to	outside	the	egg	incubation	period,	to	avoid	flushing	
the	birds	from	the	nest.		

MM	 Gregory	 Bio‐6:	 Access	 to	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 nesting	 site(s)	 from	 the	 landfill	 site	 shall	 be	
restricted	 to	 eagle	 specialists	 and	 researchers	 conducting	 monitoring.	 	 Signs	 shall	 be	
posted	to	 inform	the	public	that	access	and	any	activities	(including	hiking	or	climbing)	
are	prohibited	due	to	the	sensitivity	of	the	area.		The	placement	and	language	of	the	signs	
shall	be	reviewed	by	an	eagle	specialist.	

MM	Gregory	Bio‐7:	 If	 the	 golden	 eagle	 specialist	 determines	 that	 the	 eagles	 have	 abandoned	 the	
Gregory	 Canyon	 territory	 as	 a	 result	 of	 landfill	 construction,	 based	 on	 data	 collected	
during	monitoring,	the	applicant	shall	create	a	habitat	acquisition	fund	for	purchase	and	
preservation	of	off	site	known	or	potential	golden	eagle	nesting	habitat	or	shall	purchase	
an	equivalent	amount	of	golden	eagle	nesting	habitat.		The	amount	of	funding	or	habitat	
purchase	 shall	 be	 determined	 through	 a	 property	 analysis	 report	 or	 other	 method	 to	
determine	 costs.	 	 With	 the	 implementation	 of	 design	 features	 and	 the	 proposed	
mitigation	 measures,	 the	 alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	
golden	eagle	nesting	and	foraging	habitats.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	conflict	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.	

Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 BIO‐7:	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 comply	 with	
conservation	 requirements	 pursuant	 to	 the	 NCCP	 and	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 biological	 resource	
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guidelines.	 	 This	 alternative	would	 also	 take	 into	 consideration	 compliance	with	 the	Draft	North	
County	Plan	pending	its	approval.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	with	regard	to	long‐term	
regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals	would	occur.	

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	conflict	with	any	County	of	San	Diego	biological	resources	
related	policies	and	ordinances,	or	conflict	with	 the	NCCP	or	Draft	North	County	Plan.	 	A	discussion	of	 the	
alternative’s	proposed	compliance	with	these	guidelines	is	provided	below.	

Section 4(d)/NCCP Program for Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Until	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	is	approved,	impacts	to	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	are	regulated	through	a	
special	rule	under	Section	4(d)	of	 the	 federal	ESA.	 	The	habitat	 loss	proposed	by	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	 is	 consistent	 with	 the	 NCCP	 guidelines	 with	 regards	 to	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 as	 summarized	
below.64			

a. The	NCCP	guidelines	indicate	that	a	five	percent	loss	of	this	habitat	type	within	any	individual	
subregion	is	acceptable	during	the	preparation	of	a	subregional	plan.		The	loss	of	coastal	sage	
scrub	and	coastal	sage	scrub/chaparral	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	(220.2	
acres),	combined	with	 the	 losses	of	coastal	sage	scrub	within	San	Diego	County	outside	the	
MSCP	 as	 of	 May	 2006	 (999.05	 acres),	 totaling	 1,219.25	 acres,	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 five	
percent	 allowable	 loss	of	 coastal	 sage	 scrub.	 	Within	 the	Draft	North	County	Plan	area,	 the	
total	 allowable	 take	of	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	under	 the	4(d)	 rule	 is	 1,876.9	 acres.	 	 The	design	
features	incorporated	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	compensate	for	
the	loss	of	coastal	sage	scrub	at	a	2:1	ratio,	ultimately	resulting	in	a	net	gain	of	coastal	sage	
scrub	habitat.	

b. The	habitat	loss	would	not	preclude	connectivity	between	areas	of	high	habitat	values.	 	The	
long‐term	conservation	potential	of	the	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	in	the	area	is	intermediate	
(of	 medium	 quality)	 based	 on	 the	 limited	 sightings	 and	 the	 absence	 of	 nearby	 core	
populations	 of	 this	 species,	 and	 the	 landfill	 site	 does	 not	 support	 a	 core	 population	 of	 the	
coastal	California	gnatcatcher	(five	or	more	pairs).65			

c. The	 habitat	 loss	 would	 not	 have	 an	 impact	 on	 regional	 biological	 resource	 planning	 or	
prevent	 the	 preparation	 of	 the	 subregional	 NCCP.	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	
would	contribute	habitat	acreage	to	the	Draft	North	County	Plan.			

d. The	habitat	loss	would	not	appreciably	reduce	the	likelihood	of	the	survival	and	recovery	of	
listed	species	because	approximately	68	percent	of	these	habitats	on	site	would	be	preserved	
and	additional	habitat	would	be	 created.	 	 Furthermore,	only	one	 individual	 (non‐breeding)	
gnatcatcher	was	observed	on	one	occasion	within	the	site	during	22	years	of	surveys.			

																																																													
64		 County	of	San	Diego	Department	of	Environmental	Health.	2007.	Revised	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report.	State	Clearinghouse	

No.	1995061007.	
65	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 Department	 of	 Environmental	 Health.	 2002.	 Final	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report.	 State	 Clearinghouse	 No.	

1995061007.	
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e. The	habitat	 loss	would	only	be	 authorized	on	approval	of	 a	HLP	or	 a	 Section	10(a)	permit	
from	the	USFWS	in	accordance	with	the	federal	ESA.			

County of San Diego Guidelines 

As	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	Update	EIR,	the	County	of	San	Diego	has	established	policies	and	mitigation	
measures	pertaining	to	the	protection	of	special	status	species,	riparian	habitats	and	other	sensitive	natural	
communities,	 jurisdictional	wetland	waters	of	 the	U.S.,	and	wildlife	movement	corridors	and	nursery	sites.		
These	 are	 further	 described	 in	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	Guidelines	 for	Determining	 Significance66	 and	 are	
covered	in	the	evaluation	criteria	already	assessed	above,	including	those	relating	to	special	status	species,	
riparian	habitats	or	other	sensitive	natural	communities,	federal	wetlands,	wildlife	movement	and	mitigation	
ratios	for	impacts	to	certain	vegetation	communities.		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	
in	significant	adverse	effects	to	any	resources	outlined	in	the	County	of	San	Diego	Guidelines,	and	the	design	
features	incorporated	into	the	alternative	would	achieve	or	exceed	the	required	ratios.	

Draft North County Plan 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	avoids	existing	resources	identified	by	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	as	
requiring	 avoidance	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 feasible,	 and	 includes	 design	 features	 to	 compensate	 for	
unavoidable	impacts	as	discussed	in	Impact	Statements	Gregory	BIO‐1	through	BIO‐6.		The	site	is	within	the	
PAMA	and	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	contribute	to	the	preserve	by	providing	a	minimum	of	
1,313	acres	of	open	space	dedicated	for	the	long‐term	preservation	of	sensitive	habitat	and	species,	including	
habitat	 establishment	 and	 enhancement	 through	 implementation	 of	 the	 HRRMP.	 	 The	 design	 features	
proposed	by	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	exceed	 the	mitigation	ratios	 for	Tier	 I	vegetation	
communities	 (e.g.,	 native	 grassland,	 oak	 woodlands,	 Engelmann	 oak	 woodlands,	 wetlands,	 and	 riparian	
habitats)	and	Tier	II	vegetation	communities	(e.g.,	coastal	sage	scrub	and	coastal	scrub/chaparral)	outlined	
in	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	within	the	PAMA.		For	Tier	III	habitats,	specifically	chaparral	and	non‐native	
grassland,	 the	 design	 features	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	 include	 a	minimum	 compensation	
ratio	of	0.5:1	consistent	with	existing	County	of	San	Diego	biological	mitigation	guidelines,	which	 is	below	
the	1:1	ratio	proposed	under	the	Draft	North	County	Plan.		The	Draft	North	County	Plan	also	requires	in‐kind	
mitigation	for	non‐native	grassland	when	it	occurs	in	blocks	of	30	acres	or	more.		Chaparral	can	be	mitigated	
in‐kind,	with	non‐native	grassland,	or	with	any	other	vegetation	community	in	Tier	I	or	Tier	II.		Therefore,	in	
order	to	comply	with	the	Draft	North	County	Plan,	the	design	feature	for	chaparral	and	non‐native	grassland	
would	need	to	be	replaced,	as	outlined	under	mitigation	measure	MM	Gregory	Bio‐8.			

First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	Relocation	Option:	Pursuant	to	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	mitigation	for	impacts	
to	coast	 live	oak	woodland	should	be	provided	at	a	2:1	 ratio,	 coastal	 sage	scrub	at	 a	1:5:1	 ratio,	 and	non‐
native	grassland	at	a	1:1	ratio.		The	proposed	design	features	achieve	this	ratio	for	coast	live	oak	woodland,	
and	exceed	the	ratio	for	coastal	sage	scrub	(see	Impact	Statement	Gregory	BIO‐2).		However,	the	relocation	
option	 does	 not	 have	 a	 design	 feature	 for	 non‐native	 grassland	 mitigation,	 of	 which	 2.8	 acres	 would	 be	
affected.		The	Draft	North	County	Plan	proposes	mitigation	for	non‐native	grassland	for	PAMA	areas	at	a	1:1	
ratio,	which	is	required	in‐kind	for	habitat	blocks	of	greater	than	30	acres.		Therefore,	MM	Gregory	Bio‐9	is	
proposed	to	compensate	for	loss	of	non‐native	grassland.		The	relocation	option	would	comply	with	the	Draft	

																																																													
66		 County	 of	 San	 Diego.	 2007.	 Guidelines	 for	 Determining	 Significance,	 Biological	 Resources.	 Land	 Use	 and	 Environmental	 Group,	

Department	of	Planning	and	Land	Use,	Department	of	Public	Works.	
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North	 County	 Plan	 since	 no	 impacts	 would	 occur	 to	 wetland	 habitats	 and	 non‐listed	 sensitive	 plant	 and	
animal	species,	and	compensation	would	be	provided	for	 impacts	to	vegetation	communities	and	potential	
impacts	 to	 federally‐listed	 species	 through	 the	 design	 features	 and	 the	 proposed	 mitigation	 measure.		
Therefore,	 impacts	 to	 long‐term	 regional	 or	 sub‐regional	 conservation	 goals	 would	 be	 reduced	 with	 the	
design	features	and	proposed	mitigation	measure	and	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

To	comply	with	 the	proposed	1:1	mitigation	 ratio	 for	 chaparral	 and	non‐native	grassland	pursuant	 to	 the	
Draft	North	County	Plan,	the	mitigation	measure	below	is	proposed	to	replace	DF	4.9‐1g.			

MM	Gregory	Bio‐8:	Impacts	to	chaparral	and	non‐native	grassland	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	
1:1	 ratio	 through	 off	 site	 acquisition.	 	 Non‐native	 grassland	 shall	 be	 mitigated	 in‐kind	
where	 impacts	 occur	 to	 blocks	 of	 30	 acres	 or	 more.	 	 Impacts	 to	 non‐native	 grassland	
areas	 of	 less	 than	 30	 acres	 and	 chaparral	 shall	 be	 mitigated	 with	 any	 vegetation	
community	within	Tiers	I,	 II	or	III.	 	Off	site	acquisitions	may	occur	anywhere	within	the	
unincorporated	 area	 of	 San	Diego	County	 and	 a	 conservation	 easement	 shall	 be	 placed	
across	 the	 area	 to	 permanently	 protect	 the	 resource.	 	 Off	 site	 acquisitions	 may	 occur	
either	 through	a	direct	purchase	or	 through	mitigation	credits	 from	a	habitat	manager,	
mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	landfill	operator	shall	prepare	and	submit	
for	approval	a	Habitat	Resource	Management	Plan	or	equivalent	with	respect	to	any	off	
site	properties	for	which	management	practices	in	accordance	with	County	requirements	
have	not	already	been	established.	 	The	implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	
to	 or	 concurrent	 with	 the	 first	 construction	 that	 disturbs	 the	 chaparral	 or	 non‐native	
grassland	habitat	on	site.	

With	the	implementation	of	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
in	 addition	 to	 the	 proposed	mitigation	measure	 above,	 the	 alternative	would	 not	 conflict	 with	 long‐term	
regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.	

First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 Relocation	 Option:	 If	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 relocation	 option	 were	
implemented	the	work	would	be	done	in	compliance	with	the	SDCWA	HCP,	if	applicable.		If	the	SDCWA	HCP	
does	not	apply,	compliance	with	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	may	be	required.		In	compliance	with	the	Draft	
North	County	Plan,	the	following	mitigation	measure	would	be	required:	

MM	 Gregory	 Bio‐9:	 Impacts	 to	 non‐native	 grassland	 shall	 be	 mitigated	 at	 a	 minimum	 1:1	 ratio	
through	 off	 site	 acquisition.	 	 Non‐native	 grassland	 shall	 be	 mitigated	 in‐kind	 where	
impacts	occur	 to	blocks	of	30	 acres	or	more.	 	 Impacts	 to	non‐native	grassland	areas	of	
less	than	30	acres	shall	be	mitigated	with	any	vegetation	community	within	Tiers	I,	II	or	
III.		Off	site	acquisitions	may	occur	anywhere	within	the	unincorporated	area	of	San	Diego	
County	 and	 a	 conservation	 easement	 shall	 be	 placed	 across	 the	 area	 to	 permanently	
protect	the	resource.		Off	site	acquisitions	may	occur	either	through	a	direct	purchase	or	
through	mitigation	 credits	 from	 a	 habitat	 manager,	 mitigation	 bank,	 or	 environmental	
group.	 	 The	 landfill	 operator	 shall	 prepare	 and	 submit	 for	 approval	 a	Habitat	Resource	
Management	 Plan	 or	 equivalent	 with	 respect	 to	 any	 off	 site	 properties	 for	 which	
management	 practices	 in	 accordance	with	 County	 requirements	 have	 not	 already	 been	
established.	 	The	 implementation	of	 this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	 to	or	concurrent	with	
the	first	construction	that	disturbs	the	chaparral	or	non‐native	grassland	habitat	on	site.	
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4.4.4  NO FEDERAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.4.4.1  Affected Environment 

The	affected	environment	for	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	in	both	regional	and	local	contexts,	would	be	
the	 same	 as	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 encompassing	 the	 1,784.6‐acre	 site	 and	 the	 aquatic,	
riparian,	 oak	woodland,	 chaparral,	 sage	 scrub,	non‐native	 grassland,	 and	 agriculture/disturbed/developed	
plant	communities	the	site	supports,	as	described	above	in	subsection	4.4.3.1.		The	affected	environment	also	
encompasses	 the	 wildlife	 populations,	 wildlife	 movement	 corridors,	 state‐	 and	 federal‐listed	 species	 and	
their	designated	critical	habitats	within	the	site	boundaries,	as	well	as	a	number	of	special	status	plant	and	
wildlife	species.	

4.4.4.2  Design Features 

Under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 developed	 and,	 as	 such,	 the	 landfill	
construction	 and	 operation	 and	 associated	 design	 features	 associated	 with	 their	 impacts	 would	 not	 be	
implemented.			

4.4.4.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 property	 would	 remain	 undeveloped.	 	 A	
conservation	area	would	be	created	with	habitat	 restoration.	 	Establishing	 the	site	as	a	conservation	bank	
would	 require	 regulatory	 approvals	 and	 processing	 with	 CDFG	 and	 USFWS.	 	 The	 bank	 would	 provide	
conservation	of	designated	critical	habitat	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	least	Bell’s	vireo,	southwestern	
willow	flycatcher,	and	arroyo	toad,	in	addition	to	occupied	habitat	for	least	Bell’s	vireo,	southwestern	willow	
flycatcher	migrants,	and	arroyo	toad.		The	conservation	bank	would	include	all	native	habitat	on	site	totaling	
approximately	1,751.8	acres	of	the	total	1,784.6‐acre	property.		The	approximate	32.8	acres	to	be	excluded	
are	mapped	as	developed,	disturbed,	or	agriculture.	 	Of	the	1,751.8	acres	proposed	for	inclusion	within	the	
conservation	bank,	a	total	of	approximately	218	acres	are	proposed	for	restoration	and	the	remaining	1,534	
acres	are	proposed	for	preservation.	 	The	preservation	areas	would	remain	 in	their	existing	condition	and	
include	all	areas	of	USACE	jurisdiction	on	the	property,	native	habitats	(including	chaparral,	coast	 live	oak	
woodland,	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 disturbed	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 cottonwood‐willow	 riparian	 forest,	 disturbed	
cottonwood‐willow	riparian	forest,	southern	willow	scrub,	disturbed	southern	willow	scrub,	mulefat	scrub,	
disturbed	habitat,	native	perennial	grassland,	and	rock	outcrops),	and	non‐native	grassland	areas	that	may	
support	common	wildlife	species	and	provide	foraging	habitat	for	the	golden	eagle.		The	habitat	restoration	
areas	encompass	those	areas	proposed	in	the	HRRMP	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	excluding	the	
USACE	 jurisdictional	 areas,67	 including	 establishment	 of	 chaparral,	 coast	 live	 oak	 woodland,	 coastal	 sage	
scrub,	 cottonwood	 riparian	 forest,	 southern	willow	 scrub,	 native	 grassland,	 and	 alluvial	 scrub	habitats,	 in	
addition	to	enhancement	of	riparian	habitat.	 	The	restoration/enhancement	of	the	habitat	areas	previously	
mentioned	would	be	subject	to	the	HRRMP	design	feature	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	subject	
to	approval	through	the	conservation	bank	approval	process	and	with	the	exclusion	of	USACE	jurisdictional	
areas.68	 	 Preservation	 and	 restoration/enhancement	 of	 habitats	 on	 the	 property	 would	 benefit	 the	 listed	

																																																													
67		 The	USACE	jurisdictional	areas	will	be	preserved.		No	habitat	restoration	is	proposed	in	these	areas	as	permitting	would	be	required	

for	impacts	related	to	restoration,	which	is	considered	a	federal	action.	
68		 Ibid.	
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species	that	occupy	the	site,	namely	least	Bell’s	vireo,	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	migrants,	arroyo	toad,	
and	golden	eagle,	and	could	provide	habitat	for	potential	future	occupation	by	coastal	California	gnatcatcher.	

Since	the	property	would	remain	undeveloped,	no	direct	impacts	would	occur	to	plant	or	animal	species,	or	
their	movement.	 	 However,	 indirect	 impacts	 could	 occur	 to	 species	within	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	River	 due	 to	
invasive	species	colonization,	as	analyzed	in	the	criterion	below	for	Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	BIO‐
1.	 	This	criterion	 is	 the	only	one	of	 those	 listed	 in	subsection	4.4.2.1	 that	applies	 to	 the	No	Federal	Action	
Alternative.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a:		

o Substantial	loss	of	functions	and	services	of	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.;	and/or	

o Substantial	adverse	 construction	 impacts	within	 jurisdictional	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 through	
temporary	removal,	filling,	hydrological	 interruption,	 loss	of	functions	or	services,	or	other	
means.			

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	impact	any	portion	of	the	28.3	acres	of	jurisdictional	wetland	
waters	of	the	U.S.	on	the	property	associated	with	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	or	the	9	acres	of	jurisdictional	non‐
wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.	associated	with	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	and	Gregory	Canyon	tributary.		Therefore,	
this	criterion	does	not	apply.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a	
substantial	 loss	of	native	vegetation	and/or	plant	populations	defined	by	 the	County	of	San	Diego	as	rare	or	
endangered	and/or	impact	sensitive	habitat	which	is	regionally	limited.	

The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 would	 not	 impact	 native	 vegetation	 on	 the	 property,	 including	 oak	
woodland,	coastal	sage	scrub,	native	grasslands,	chaparral,	and	riparian	habitats.		Furthermore,	the	acreage	
of	these	habitats	would	be	increased	as	part	of	the	restoration.		The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	
result	 in	any	impacts	to	sensitive	plant	populations	on	the	property	defined	by	the	County	of	San	Diego	as	
rare	or	endangered,	and	no	regionally	limited	sensitive	habitats	occur	on	the	site.	 	Therefore,	this	criterion	
does	not	apply.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	that	leads	to	an	adverse	modification	of	its	habitat.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	BIO‐1:	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	includes	preservation	
and	restoration	of	critical	habitat	for	arroyo	toad,	least	Bell’s	vireo,	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	
and	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher,	 subject	 to	 approval	 from	 USFWS	 and	 CDFG	 pursuant	 to	 the	
conservation	 bank	 approval	 process.	 	 The	 conservation	 bank	 would	 avoid	 USACE	 jurisdictional	
portions	 of	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	which	would	 require	 permits	 to	 restore.	 	 The	 lack	 of	 habitat	
restoration	within	USACE	 jurisdictional	portions	of	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River	 could	 result	 in	adverse	
effects	 to	habitat	associated	with	 the	river.	 	However,	 the	preservation	and	restoration	of	adjacent	
habitats	under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	provide	benefits	to	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		
As	such,	no	significant	adverse	effects	to	critical	habitat	would	occur.	
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The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 includes	conservation	of	a	 total	1,751.8	acres,	 including	preservation	of	
1,534	 acres	 and	 restoration	 of	 approximately	 218	 acres.	 	 Establishment	 of	 the	 property	 as	 a	 proposed	
conservation	 bank	 would	 require	 regulatory	 approvals	 and	 processing	 from	 the	 USFWS	 and	 CDFG,	 and	
would	 require	 preparation	 of	 a	 long‐term	 management	 plan.	 	 The	 bank	 would	 provide	 conservation	 for	
occupied	and	designated	critical	habitat	with	PCEs	for	four	state‐	and/or	federal‐listed	species,	namely	the	
arroyo	toad,	 least	Bell’s	vireo,	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	and	coastal	California	gnatcatcher.	 	The	San	
Luis	Rey	River	also	currently	supports	aquatic	and	riparian	habitats	that	support	the	PCEs	for	these	species	
and	 their	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 that	 has	 been	 designated	 along	 the	 length	 of	 the	 river	 as	 it	 courses	
through	the	property.		The	USACE	jurisdictional	areas	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	would	be	proposed	for	
preservation	 only	 since	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 precludes	 any	 alternative	 requiring	 USACE	
permitting,	 which	 would	 be	 required	 for	 restoration/enhancement	 of	 USACE	 jurisdictional	 areas.	 	 The	
aquatic	 and	 riparian	 habitats	 on	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 property	 may	 be	 in	 a	 condition	 of	
decreasing	 and	declining	 quality	 due	 to	 runoff	 from	 the	 vacated	dairies	 and	 colonization	 of	 invasive	 non‐
native	plants.		Continued	untreated	runoff	from	the	vacated	dairies	could	further	reduce	water	quality	within	
the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	which	in	turn	could	directly	affect	the	arroyo	toads	that	inhabit	pools,	and	indirectly	
affect	 the	 arroyo	 toad	 and	 other	 species	 mentioned	 above	 through	 reduced	 growth	 and	 viability	 of	
vegetation	that	provides	habitat	for	them.		Habitat	for	these	species	could	also	be	affected	by	the	continued	
colonization	of	invasive	non‐native	plants	and	predatory	species	such	as	cowbirds.		Native	plant	species	are	
typically	 less	 vigorous	 in	 growth	 than	 invasive	 species.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 continued	 growth	 of	 invasive	 plants	
could	outcompete	 native	plants	 through	 reduce	 light	 and	 space	 availability.	 	Under	 the	No	Federal	Action	
Alternative,	restoration	of	USACE	jurisdictional	areas	would	not	occur,	and	any	declining	conditions	would	
continue.	 	 If	 left	unchecked,	 the	quality	of	 these	habitats	could	continue	to	decline,	potentially	diminishing	
their	 suitability	 and/or	 carrying	 capacity	 for	 the	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 southwestern	 willow	
flycatcher,	and	coastal	California	gnatcatcher.		This	could	result	in	adverse	effects	to	habitat	associated	with	
USACE	 jurisdictional	portions	of	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River.	 	However,	 the	extent	of	 this	decline	has	not	been	
determined	 and	would	 need	 to	 be	 considered	 on	 a	 watershed	 scale.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 preservation	 and	
restoration	of	adjacent	habitats	by	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	provide	benefits	to	the	San	Luis	
Rey	River.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	to	critical	habitat	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

Significant	 adverse	 indirect	 effects	 to	 critical	 habitat	 would	 not	 occur	 under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	
Alternative.	No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	 significant	adverse	 effect	 on	 biological	 species	 resources	 if	 it	would	
result	 in	 substantial	permanent	disturbance	of	wildlife	movement	or	disruption	 for	an	 extended	period	 that	
would	lead	to	a	disruption	in	gene	flow.	

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	result	in	any	disturbance	or	disruption	to	wildlife	movement	on	
the	property;	 the	property	would	be	preserved	 thereby	maintaining	any	wildlife	 travel	 routes.	 	Therefore,	
this	criterion	does	not	apply.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	indirect	impacts	on	a	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	leading	to	a	jeopardy	opinion	for	one	
or	more	species.	
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Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	BIO‐2:	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	includes	preservation	
and	 restoration	 of	 habitat	 occupied	 by	 the	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 southwestern	 willow	
flycatcher	migrants,	and	 golden	 eagle,	 subject	 to	approval	 from	USFWS	and	CDFG	pursuant	 to	 the	
conservation	 bank	 approval	 process.	 	 The	 conservation	 bank	 would	 avoid	 USACE	 jurisdictional	
portions	 of	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River.	 	 The	 lack	 of	 habitat	 restoration	within	 USACE	 jurisdictional	
portions	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	could	result	in	adverse	effects	to	habitat	associated	with	the	river.		
However,	the	preservation	and	restoration	of	adjacent	habitats	by	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
would	provide	benefits	to	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	and	would	provide	upland	and	foraging	habitat	for	
arroyo	toad	and	least	Bell’s	vireo.		As	such,	no	significant	adverse	indirect	effects	to	arroyo	toad	and	
least	Bell’s	vireo	would	occur.	

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 includes	conservation	of	a	 total	1,751.8	acres,	 including	preservation	of	
1,534	 acres	 and	 restoration	 of	 approximately	 218	 acres.	 	 Establishment	 of	 the	 property	 as	 a	 proposed	
conservation	 bank	 would	 require	 regulatory	 approvals	 and	 processing	 from	 the	 USFWS	 and	 CDFG,	 and	
would	 require	 preparation	 of	 a	 long‐term	 management	 plan.	 	 The	 bank	 would	 provide	 conservation	 of	
occupied	habitat	 for	two	state‐	and/or	federal‐listed	species,	namely	the	arroyo	toad	and	least	Bell’s	vireo,	
within	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River.	 	 The	 USACE	 jurisdictional	 areas	 within	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 would	 be	
proposed	for	preservation	only	since	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	precludes	any	alternative	requiring	
USACE	 permitting,	 which	 would	 be	 required	 for	 restoration/enhancement	 of	 USACE	 jurisdictional	 areas.		
The	aquatic	 and	 riparian	habitats	on	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	property	may	be	 in	 a	 condition	of	
decreasing	 and	declining	 quality	 due	 to	 runoff	 from	 the	 vacated	dairies	 and	 colonization	 of	 invasive	 non‐
native	plants.		Continued	untreated	runoff	from	the	vacated	dairies	could	further	reduce	water	quality	within	
the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	which	in	turn	could	directly	affect	the	arroyo	toads	that	inhabit	pools,	and	indirectly	
affect	 the	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 and	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher	 migrants	 through	 reduced	
growth	 and	viability	 of	 vegetation	 that	provides	habitat	 for	 them.	 	Habitat	 for	 these	 species	 could	also	be	
affected	by	the	continued	colonization	of	invasive	non‐native	plants	and	predatory	species	such	as	cowbirds.		
Native	 plant	 species	 are	 typically	 less	 vigorous	 in	 growth	 than	 invasive	 species.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 continued	
growth	of	invasive	plants	could	outcompete	native	plants	through	reduce	light	and	space	availability.		Under	
the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 restoration	 of	 USACE	 jurisdictional	 areas	 would	 not	 occur,	 and	 any	
declining	 conditions	 would	 continue.	 	 If	 left	 unchecked,	 the	 quality	 of	 these	 habitats	 could	 continue	 to	
decline,	potentially	diminishing	 their	 suitability	 and/or	 carrying	 capacity	 for	 residents	of	 arroyo	 toad	and	
least	Bell’s	vireo.		This	could	result	in	adverse	effects	to	habitat	associated	with	USACE	jurisdictional	portions	
of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		However,	the	extent	of	this	decline	has	not	been	determined	and	would	need	to	be	
considered	on	a	watershed	scale.		Furthermore,	the	preservation	and	restoration	of	adjacent	habitats	by	the	
No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 would	 provide	 benefits	 to	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River.	 	 As	 such,	 no	 significant	
adverse	indirect	effects	to	resident	arroyo	toad	and	least	Bell’s	vireo	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	 significant	 adverse	 indirect	 effects	 to	 state‐	 and/or	 federal‐listed	 species	 would	 occur	 under	 the	 No	
Federal	Action	Alternative.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	 indirect	 impacts	on	golden	eagle	nesting	and	 foraging	habitats	that	has	the	potential	to	
affect	the	species’	long‐term	viability.	
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The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	result	in	any	direct	or	indirect	impacts	to	the	golden	eagle	pair	
nesting	on	Gregory	Mountain,	 or	 their	 foraging	habitats	on	 the	property;	 the	proposed	 conservation	bank	
would	preserve	suitable	foraging	habitat	for	this	species.		Therefore,	this	criterion	does	not	apply.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	conflict	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.	

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	result	in	any	direct	impacts	to	biological	resources	and,	as	such,	
would	 not	 conflict	 with	 long‐term	 regional	 or	 sub‐regional	 conservation	 goals;	 the	 property	 would	 be	
conserved	and	could	ultimately	be	included	as	part	of	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	preserve	area.		Therefore,	
this	criterion	does	not	apply.	

4.4.5  ASPEN ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.4.5.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 is	 generally	 located	 in	 the	 northwestern	 portion	 of	 San	 Diego	 County,	
approximately	1.0	mile	west	of	the	I‐15	and	approximately	0.5	mile	south	of	the	Riverside	County	line.		The	
terrain	in	the	region	is	highly	varied	including	ridgelines	with	moderate	to	steep	slopes	and	narrow	valleys.		
Notable	drainage	features	in	the	region	are	Rainbow	Creek	and	Temecula	Creek	to	the	south	and	west	of	the	
Aspen	Road	Alternative	Site,	respectfully.		Nearby	communities	include	Rainbow	to	the	east	and	Fallbrook	to	
the	southwest.		

Local Setting 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	encompasses	an	area	of	approximately	456	acres	that	appears	to	be	largely	
vacant	 land	 supporting	 native	 vegetation	 and	 limited	 areas	 of	 disturbance.	 	 Based	 on	 aerial	 imagery	 and	
observations	of	the	surrounding	vicinity,	the	major	vegetation	types	and	their	approximate	coverage	on	the	
site	include	southern	willow	scrub	(0.64	acre),	coast	live	oak	woodland	(14.8	acres),	mixed	chaparral	(81.6	
acres),	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 (314.9	acres),	 and	disturbed	 (44.1	 acres),	 as	 shown	 in	Figure	4.4‐8,	Aspen	Road	
Alternative	‐	Existing	Conditions	and	Impacts.		It	is	also	estimated	that	this	alternative	site	includes	1.6	acres	
(18,296	linear	feet)	of	potential	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	that	may	be	regulated	by	the	USACE.		Based	
on	observations	 from	the	site	boundaries,	 it	 appears	 that	 stands	of	wetland	plant	 species	occur	at	 several	
locations	 along	 the	 main‐stem	 drainage	 in	 the	 southeast	 portion	 of	 the	 site,	 suggesting	 the	 presence	 of	
potential	USACE	regulated	wetlands.		Additionally,	portions	of	these	drainages	appear	to	exclusively	support	
the	coast	live	oak	(riparian)	woodland	and	southern	willow	scrub	found	on	the	site	that	may	be	regulated	by	
the	CDFG.		Consequently,	there	are	approximately	15.4	acres	of	potential	CDFG	jurisdiction.		

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 includes	 approximately	 419.8	 acres	 of	 USFWS	 mapped	 designated	 critical	
habitat	 for	 the	 coastal	California	gnatcatcher	 (see	Figure	4.4‐9,Aspen	Road	Alternative	 ‐	USFWS	Designated	
Critical	Habitats).		However,	considering	all	PCEs	for	the	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	(i.e.,	breeding	habitat	
and	 dispersal	 habitat)	 and	 based	 on	 the	 estimated	 on	 site	 vegetation	 cover,	 the	 site	 may	 encompass	
approximately	412	acres	of	habitats	that	support	one	or	more	of	the	PCEs	for	the	species.		Consideration	for	
the	designated	critical	habitat	 for	arroyo	toad,	 least	Bell’s	vireo,	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	along	
Temecula	Creek	is	also	necessary	in	the	analysis	of	this	alternative.	 	These	designated	critical	habitat	areas	
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are	between	0.5	mile	and	0.75	mile	to	the	northwest	of	the	site	boundaries,	and	given	the	potentially	suitable	
habitat	for	these	species	on	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	and	records	of	these	species	being	observed	in	
the	vicinity,	their	presence	cannot	be	ruled	out.		Similarly,	consideration	is	necessary	for	other	federal‐	and	
state‐listed	sensitive	species	with	known	occurrences	 in	 the	vicinity	based	on	CNDDB	and	 the	presence	of	
potentially	suitable	habitat	on	the	site,	 in	addition	to	species	documented	as	observed	or	with	potential	to	
occur	 in	 the	1990	Draft	EIR/EIS	 for	 the	Proposed	North	County	Class	 III	Landfill.	 	These	species	and	 their	
listing	status	are	provided	below.			

Species Observed On Site  

 Ashy	Spike‐moss	(Selaginella	cinerascens)	[CRPR	4.1]	

 Turkey	vulture	(Cathartes	aura)	[County	of	San	Diego	Group	1]	

 Cooper’s	hawk	[CDFG	Watch	List,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1]	

 Red‐shouldered	hawk	[Blue	List	1986,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1]	

 Parry’s	tetracoccus	(CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	NES)	

 Orangethroat	whiptail	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Coast	horned	lizard	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

Species with Potential to Occur On Site  

 Payson’s	Jewelflower	(Caulanthus	simulans)	[CRPR	4.2]	

 Lakeside	Lilac	(Ceanothus	cyaneus)	[CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A]	

 Felt‐leaved	Monardella	(Monardella	hypoleuca	spp.	 lanata)	[CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	
CS]	

 California	screw	moss	(Tortula	californica/CRPR	1B.2)	

 Dulzura	pocket	mouse	(SSC)	

 Orcutt’s	brodiaea	(CRPR	List	1B.1,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	NES)	

 Rainbow	manzanita	(CRPR	1B.1,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	NES)	

 Shevock’s	copper	moss	(Schizymenium	shevockii/CRPR	1B.2)	

 Arroyo	chub	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1)	

 Chaparral	sand	verbena	(Abronia	villosa/CRPR	1B.1)	

 Western	pond	turtle	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	NES)	

4.2.5.2  Design Features 

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	be	conditioned	with	design	
features	that	would	avoid,	minimize,	and	compensate	for	adverse	effects	on	significant	biological	resources	
and	systems.		Likely,	these	would	include	features	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	as	
applicable,	 including	general	measures	such	as:	slow	traffic	speeds	to	reduce	potential	 impacts	 to	wildlife;		
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use	of	low	impact,	focused	and	shielded	lighting	for	security	only	to	avoid	indirect	impacts	to	habitat	areas;	
vector	 control	 measures	 to	 prevent	 nuisance	 species	 being	 attracted	 to	 the	 landfill	 and	 predating	 native	
species;	 litter	 control	 and	 removal	 to	 avoid	 attracting	 nuisance	 species	 and	 introducing	 invasive	 plant	
species	through	dumping	of	green	waste;	and	educating	construction	personnel	about	access	restrictions	to	
areas	where	special‐status	species	and	habitats	are	present.		

Mitigation	measures	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	impacts	to	natural	plant	communities	or	to	avoid	
and	minimize	 impacts	 to	 threatened	or	endangered	species.	 	 In	order	 to	 identify	 impacts	 to	 threatened	or	
endangered	species	with	the	potential	to	occur	on	site	focused	surveys	would	be	required.		If	the	presence	of	
any	 threatened	 or	 endangered	 species	 is	 confirmed	 through	 the	 surveys,	 species‐specific	 mitigation	
measures	to	avoid,	minimize,	or	compensate	for	adverse	effects	on	these	species	would	be	required	for	the	
Aspen	 Road	 Alternative.	 	 As	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 these	 could	 include,	 but	 not	
necessarily	be	 limited	 to:	 seasonal	 restrictions	on	certain	construction	activities;	 installation	of	 temporary	
sound	barriers;	noise	monitoring	in	sensitive	habitat	areas;	capture	and	relocation	of	animals	through	pre‐
construction	surveys;	temporary	exclusion	fencing	for	certain	species;	and	an	HLP	issued	by	the	County	of	
San	Diego	or	a	Section	7	consultation	with	the	USFWS	due	to	the	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	designated	
critical	 habitat	 mapped	 on	 site.	 	 Further	 analysis	 of	 potential	 mitigation	 measures	 for	 the	 Aspen	 Road	
Alternative	is	provided	in	subsection	4.4.5.3	below.	

4.4.5.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a:		

o Substantial	loss	of	functions	and	services	of	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.;	and/or	

o Substantial	adverse	 construction	 impacts	within	 jurisdictional	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 through	
temporary	removal,	filling,	hydrological	 interruption,	 loss	of	functions	or	services,	or	other	
means.			

Impact	Statement	Aspen	BIO‐1:		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	supports	potential	jurisdictional	waters	
of	 the	 U.S.	 associated	 with	 a	 tributary	 to	 Rainbow	 Creek,	 including	 non‐wetland	 waters	 and	 a	
wetland,	 subject	 to	 an	 AJD	 from	 USACE.	 	 Based	 on	 this,	 the	 alternative	may	 result	 in	 permanent	
impacts	to	0.4	acre	of	potential	jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.	 	The	potential	wetland	
area	 identified	 is	 not	 proposed	 for	 impacts	 from	 the	 landfill	 or	 any	 ancillary	
facilities/basins/tanks/flares	 or	 stockpile	 areas,	 therefore	 no	 direct	 impacts	 to	 wetlands	 are	
anticipated.	 	No	temporary	impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	are	anticipated	as	part	of	the	
Aspen	Road	Alternative.	 	Direct	and/or	 indirect	permanent	 impacts	 to	 jurisdictional	waters	of	 the	
U.S.	 would	 be	 addressed	 through	 compliance	 with	 existing	 regulations	 including	 water	 quality	
standards	and	the	no‐net‐loss	policy	of	the	CWA,	subject	to	approval	and	regulatory	permitting	from	
the	USACE	and	RWQCB.		A	compensatory	mitigation	plan	would	also	be	required	in	compliance	with	
the	 Mitigation	 Rule.69	 	 With	 the	 proposed	 mitigation	 measure	 and	 compliance	 with	 existing	
regulations,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

																																																													
69	 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
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Based	 on	 the	 aerial	 analysis	 of	 the	 site	 and	 subject	 to	 an	 AJD	 from	 USACE,	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	
supports	1.6	acres	of	potential	jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.	associated	with	two	tributaries	
to	Rainbow	Creek.		Based	on	this,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	may	permanently	impact	0.4	acre	(7,537	linear	
feet)	 of	 non‐wetland	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 	 The	 primary	 tributary	 that	 would	 be	 impacted	 is	 located	 in	 the	
central/central‐southern	 portion	 of	 the	 site;	 impacts	 would	 terminate	 before	 the	 confluence	 with	 the	
avoided	tributary	in	the	southeast	portion	of	the	site.		The	impacts	would	occur	primarily	as	a	result	of	the	
landfill	footprint,	in	addition	to	a	small	portion	from	the	ancillary	facilities/basins/tanks/flares	(see	Figure	
4.4‐8).		A	small	portion	of	the	headwaters	for	the	tributary	in	the	western	portion	of	the	site	would	also	be	
impacted	as	a	result	of	the	landfill	footprint.		These	impacts	represent	approximately	25	percent	of	the	total	
acreage	of	potential	 jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	 the	U.S.	on	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site.	 	The	
tributary	proposed	for	impacts	is	a	potentially	sensitive	habitat	area	that	is	vegetated	with	coastal	sage	scrub	
and	a	small	area	of	live	oak	woodland.			

Based	on	observations	 from	the	site	boundaries,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	supports	a	potential	wetland	
area	within	the	Rainbow	Creek	tributary	in	the	southeast	portion	of	the	site.		The	Rainbow	Creek	tributary	is	
a	potentially	 sensitive	habitat	 area	due	 to	 the	presence	of	 live	oak	woodland.	 	The	potential	wetland	area	
could	not	be	quantified	in	the	field	due	to	prohibited	access,	and	was	not	visible	on	aerial	imagery	in	order	to	
map.	 	However,	 the	 southeast	portion	of	 the	 site	would	not	be	 subject	 to	 impacts	 from	 the	 landfill	 or	any	
ancillary	 facilities/basins/tanks/flares	 or	 stockpile	 areas,	 therefore	 no	 direct	 impacts	 to	 this	 potential	
wetland	are	proposed	(see	Figure	4.4‐8).		Although	no	other	potential	wetlands	are	known	on	the	site	from	
the	existing	documentation	reviewed	or	from	aerial	imagery,	this	would	need	to	be	confirmed	by	conducting	
an	on‐foot	field	study	of	the	site.				

Indirect	 impacts	to	potential	wetland	and	non‐wetland	 jurisdictional	waters	of	 the	U.S.	could	also	occur	to	
the	 avoided	 tributaries	 in	 the	 southeast	 and	 western	 portions	 of	 the	 site	 from	 runoff	 flows	 or	 sediment	
affecting	 water	 quality.	 	 This	 impact	 would	 be	 addressed	 by	 treating	 any	 runoff	 flows	 and	 preventing	
sedimentation	 pursuant	 to	water	 quality	 standards	 required	 through	 existing	 regulations,	which	 typically	
involve	preparation	of	a	SWPPP.		No	temporary	impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	are	anticipated	as	
part	of	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.					

Direct	 and/or	 indirect	 permanent	 impacts	 to	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 would	 require	 regulatory	
approval	 and	 permitting	 from	 the	 USACE	 and	 RWQCB	 pursuant	 to	 Sections	 404	 and	 401	 of	 the	 CWA,	
respectively,	 including	mitigation	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	and	compliance	with	33	CFR	Parts	325	and	332	
(herein	referred	to	as	the	“Mitigation	Rule”).70		The	amount	of	compensatory	mitigation	would	be	determined	
by	USACE	through	the	permitting	process	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule.		A	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	
requiring	preparation	of	a	mitigation	plan	in	compliance	with	the	Mitigation	Rule.		Compliance	would	also	be	
required	 with	 existing	 regulations	 for	 water	 quality	 standards,	 which	 typically	 involves	 preparation	 of	 a	
SWPPP.		With	the	mitigation	measure	and	compliance	with	existing	regulations,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	
would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

																																																													
70	 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
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Mitigation Measures 

Through	compliance	with	existing	regulations	for	water	quality	standards,	the	CWA,	and	the	Mitigation	Rule	
pursuant	to	the	mitigation	measure	proposed	below	(MM	Aspen	Bio‐1),	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	
not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.			

MM	Aspen	Bio‐1:	A	plan	shall	be	prepared	 that	outlines	compensatory	mitigation	 for	unavoidable	
impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule,	33	CFR	Parts	
325	and	332.		The	compensatory	mitigation	shall	replace	aquatic	resource	functions	lost	
to	 the	extent	practicable.	 	The	amount	of	 compensatory	mitigation	 shall	 be	determined	
pursuant	 to	 the	Mitigation	Rule.	 	 The	plan	 shall	 be	 approved	by	USACE	 in	writing,	 and	
shall	be	used	as	mitigation	pursuant	to	the	Section	404	permitting	process.		

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a	
substantial	 loss	of	native	vegetation	and/or	plant	populations	defined	by	 the	County	of	San	Diego	as	rare	or	
endangered	and/or	impact	sensitive	habitat	which	is	regionally	limited.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	BIO‐2:	 	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	result	 in	 the	removal	of	native	
vegetation,	including	25.8	2.3	acres	of	live	oak	woodland,	167.5	acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub,	and	18.5	
acres	of	mixed	chaparral.	 	The	alternative	is	known	to	support	Parry’s	tetracoccus,	a	sensitive	plant	
on	 List	A	 of	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	 Sensitive	 Plant	 List,	 based	 on	 surveys	 documented	 in	 1990.		
However,	since	no	 information	 is	available	on	the	 location	of	this	species	on	site,	potential	 impacts	
could	 not	 be	 assessed.	 	 The	 site	 does	 not	 support	 sensitive	 habitat	 that	 is	 regionally	 limited.		
Proposed	mitigation	measures	would	result	in	a	net	gain	of	native	habitat	through	establishment	or	
enhancement	of	habitat	at	a	minimum	2:1	impact	to	mitigation	ratio	for	oak	woodland	impacts,	at	a	
minimum	1.5:1	ratio	 for	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	 impacts,	and	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	 for	mixed	
chaparral	mitigation.	 	Mitigation	is	also	proposed	should	avoidance	of	at	least	80	percent	of	Parry’s	
tetracoccus	or	any	other	sensitive	plant	populations	not	be	feasible.		Therefore,	with	implementation	
of	the	mitigation	measures,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	
to	native	vegetation	or	sensitive	plant	populations.		No	effects	would	occur	to	sensitive	habitat	which	
is	regionally	limited	due	to	absence	of	any	on	site.		

Native Vegetation 

Oak	Woodland	Habitat:	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	2.3	acres	of	the	total	14.8	
acres	of	live	oak	woodland	on	the	property.	 	These	impacts	would	occur	as	a	result	of	the	landfill	footprint	
(see	Figure	4.4‐8),	and	represent	approximately	15.5	percent	of	the	total	acreage	of	live	oak	woodland	on	the	
Aspen	Road	Alternative	site.	 	Mitigation	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	these	impacts	at	a	minimum	
2:1	 ratio	 consistent	 with	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan,	 through	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 in	 the	
vicinity	of	the	avoided	tributary	in	the	southeast	portion	of	the	site.		If	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	
is	 determined	 infeasible	 due	 to	 site	 conditions	 that	 could	 not	 be	 assessed	 as	 part	 of	 this	 analysis,	 or	
insufficient	acreage	is	available	on	site,	off	site	acquisition	could	occur	anywhere	within	the	unincorporated	
area	of	San	Diego	County.		The	acquisition	could	include	direct	purchase	or	mitigation	credits	from	a	habitat	
manager,	 mitigation	 bank,	 or	 environmental	 group.	 	 A	 conservation	 easement	 would	 be	 required	 to	
permanently	protect	the	resource	either	on‐	or	off‐	site.		The	mitigation	would	provide	a	total	of	4.6	acres	of	
live	 oak	woodland	 habitat,	 or	 other	 habitat	 classified	 as	 Tier	 I	 pursuant	 to	 the	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan,	
resulting	in	a	net	increase	of	2.3	acres.		A	total	of	12.5	acres	of	live	oak	woodland	would	also	be	avoided	by	
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the	Aspen	Road	Alternative,	and	may	be	available	for	on‐site	preservation.		Therefore,	with	implementation	
of	the	mitigation	measure,	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	oak	woodland	habitat	would	occur.			

Coastal	Sage	Scrub:	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	167.5	acres	of	the	total	315	
acres	 of	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 habitat	 on	 the	 site.	 	 Impacts	 to	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	would	 occur	 primarily	 as	 a	
result	of	 the	 landfill	 footprint,	 in	addition	to	ancillary	 facilities/basins/tanks/flares	and	potential	stockpile	
areas	(see	Figure	4.4‐8).		This	is	equivalent	to	approximately	53	percent	of	the	total	coastal	sage	scrub	on	the	
site.	 	Mitigation	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	this	impact	at	a	minimum	1.5:1	ratio	consistent	with	
the	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan,	 through	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement.	 	 If	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	
enhancement	 is	 determined	 infeasible	 due	 to	 site	 conditions	 that	 could	 not	 be	 assessed	 as	 part	 of	 this	
analysis,	 or	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site,	 off	 site	 acquisition	 could	 occur	 anywhere	 within	 the	
unincorporated	 area	 of	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 The	 acquisition	 could	 include	 direct	 purchase	 or	 mitigation	
credits	from	a	habitat	manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.	 	A	conservation	easement	would	
be	required	to	permanently	protect	the	resource	either	on‐	or	off‐	site.		The	mitigation	would	provide	a	total	
of	approximately	251.3	acres,	or	other	habitat	classified	as	Tier	 I	or	 II	pursuant	 to	 the	Draft	North	County	
Plan,	 resulting	 in	 a	 net	 increase	 of	 83.8	 acres.	 	 A	 total	 of	 147.5	 acres	 of	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	would	 also	 be	
avoided	 by	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative,	 and	 may	 be	 available	 for	 on‐site	 preservation.	 	 Therefore,	 with	
implementation	of	the	mitigation	measure,	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	coastal	sage	scrub	would	occur.			

Mixed	 Chaparral:	 The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	 result	 in	 the	 removal	 of	 18.5	 acres	 of	 the	 total	 81.6	
acres	of	mixed	chaparral	habitat	on	the	site.		Impacts	to	mixed	chaparral	would	occur	primarily	as	a	result	of	
the	 landfill	 footprint	 (16.8	 acres),	 in	 addition	 to	 ancillary	 facilities/basins/tanks/flares	 (0.85	 acre)	 and	
potential	 stockpile	 areas	 (0.84	 acre)	 (see	 Figure	 4.4‐8).	 	 This	 impact	 is	 equivalent	 to	 approximately	 23	
percent	of	the	total	mixed	chaparral	on	the	site.		Mitigation	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	this	impact	
at	 a	 minimum	 1:1	 ratio	 consistent	 with	 the	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan,	 through	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	
enhancement.	 	If	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	is	determined	infeasible	due	to	site	conditions	that	
could	not	be	assessed	as	part	of	this	analysis,	or	insufficient	acreage	is	available	on	site,	off	site	acquisition	
could	occur	anywhere	within	 the	unincorporated	area	of	San	Diego	County.	 	The	acquisition	could	 include	
direct	purchase	or	mitigation	credits	 from	a	habitat	manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.	 	A	
conservation	easement	would	be	required	to	permanently	protect	the	resource	either	on‐	or	off‐	site.	 	The	
mitigation	would	ensure	a	no	net	loss	of	mixed	chaparral	habitat,	or	other	habitat	classified	as	Tier	I,	II	or	III	
pursuant	to	the	Draft	North	County	Plan.		A	total	of	63.1	acres	of	mixed	chaparral	would	also	be	avoided	by	
the	Aspen	Road	Alternative,	and	may	be	available	for	on‐site	preservation.		Therefore,	with	implementation	
of	the	mitigation	measure,	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	mixed	chaparral	would	occur.			

Sensitive Plant Populations  

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 is	 known	 to	 support	 a	 sensitive	 plant	 on	 List	 A	 of	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	
Sensitive	Plant	List	based	on	the	1990	Draft	EIR/EIS,	namely	Parry’s	tetracoccus.		No	information	is	available	
on	the	specific	location	of	the	Parry’s	tetracoccus	on	the	site.		Therefore,	focused	rare	plant	surveys	would	be	
required	to	determine	the	location	and	population	size	of	Parry’s	tetracoccus	on	the	site,	and	the	confirm	the	
absence	of	any	other	County	of	San	Diego	listed	plant	species.	 	Once	the	focused	surveys	are	complete,	the	
Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	need	to	consider	the	feasibility	of	avoiding	at	least	80	percent	of	the	Parry’s	
tetracoccus	or	any	other	County	of	San	Diego	sensitive	plant	species	observed.		If	avoidance	is	not	feasible,	
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mitigation	would	 be	 required	 that	 could	 comprise	 reestablishing	 the	 population	 either	 on	 site	 or	 off	 site	
through	transplanting	or	seeding,	if	feasible,	or	through	off	site	preservation	or	enhancement.	

Regionally Limited Sensitive Habitat 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	does	not	support	any	sensitive	habitats	that	are	regionally	limited	based	on	
aerial	imagery	and	a	field	assessment	of	the	surrounding	area	and,	as	such,	would	not	result	in	any	effects.		
Some	of	 the	 native	 habitats	 described	 above	 are	 considered	 sensitive	 pursuant	 to	 CDFG	or	 County	 of	 San	
Diego	guidelines,	such	as	oak	woodlands	and	riparian	habitats,	but	are	not	considered	regionally	limited	due	
to	their	distribution	throughout	southern	California.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 mitigation	 measure	 proposed	 below,	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 not	
result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	native	vegetation	or	County	of	San	Diego	sensitive	plant	populations.	

MM	Aspen	Bio‐2:	Impacts	to	live	oak	woodland	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	ratio	of	2:1	by	the	
on‐site	establishment	or	enhancement	of	live	oak	woodland	or	other	Tier	I	habitat	and/or	
the	off	 site	acquisition	of	 live	oak	woodland	or	other	Tier	 I	habitat.	 	Off	 site	acquisition	
shall	 only	occur	 if	 on	 site	 establishment	or	 enhancement	 is	 determined	 infeasible,	 or	 if	
insufficient	acreage	is	available	on	site.	 	Off	site	acquisitions	may	occur	either	through	a	
direct	purchase	or	through	mitigation	credits	from	a	habitat	manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	
environmental	 group.	 	 The	 on‐site	 or	 off	 site	 areas	 shall	 be	 preserved	 in	 perpetuity.		
Implementation	 of	 this	 mitigation	 shall	 be	 prior	 to	 or	 concurrent	 with	 the	 first	
construction	 that	 impacts	 live	oak	woodland,	or	as	determined	 in	consultation	with	 the	
appropriate	agencies.	

MM	Aspen	Bio‐3:	Impacts	to	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	ratio	of	2:1	
through	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	of	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	or	other	Tier	
I	or	II	habitat	and/or	the	off‐site	acquisition	of	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	or	other	Tier	I	or	
II	habitat.		Off	site	acquisition	shall	only	occur	if	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	is	
determined	 infeasible,	 or	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site.	 	 Off‐site	 acquisitions	
may	occur	either	through	a	direct	purchase	or	through	mitigation	credits	from	a	habitat	
manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on‐site	or	off	site	areas	shall	be	
preserved	in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	or	concurrent	
with	 the	 first	 construction	 that	 impacts	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 or	 as	 determined	 in	
consultation	with	the	appropriate	agencies.	

MM	Aspen	Bio‐4:	Impacts	to	chaparral	habitat	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	through	on	
site	 establishment	or	 enhancement	of	 chaparral	habitat	 or	other	Tier	 I,	 II	 or	 III	 habitat	
and/or	the	off‐site	acquisition	of	chaparral	habitat	or	other	Tier	I,	II	or	III	habitat.		Off‐site	
acquisition	 shall	 only	 occur	 if	 on‐site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 is	 determined	
infeasible,	 or	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site.	 	 Off	 site	 acquisitions	 may	 occur	
either	 through	a	direct	purchase	or	 through	mitigation	credits	 from	a	habitat	manager,	
mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on‐site	or	off‐site	areas	shall	be	preserved	
in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	or	concurrent	with	the	
first	 construction	 that	 impacts	 chaparral,	 or	 as	 determined	 in	 consultation	 with	 the	
appropriate	agencies.	
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MM	Aspen	Bio‐5:	County	of	San	Diego	Lists	A	and	B	sensitive	plant	populations	shall	be	avoided,	if	
feasible.	 	 If	 avoidance	 of	 a	 minimum	 80	 percent	 of	 any	 population	 is	 not	 feasible,	
mitigation	 shall	 consist	 of	 reestablishing	 the	 population	 on	 site	 or	 off	 site	 through	
transplantation	or	collecting	seed.		The	suitability	of	transplanting	or	seed	collection,	and	
the	 selection	 of	 a	 suitable	 site,	 shall	 be	 determined	 by	 a	 qualified	 biologist	 with	
experience	 in	 restoration	 of	 sensitive	 plants.	 	 If	 reestablishing	 the	 population	 is	
determined	infeasible	by	the	biologist	for	reasons	including,	but	not	limited	to,	the	lack	of	
a	 suitable	 site	 or	 low	 or	 unknown	 success	 of	 transplanting/seeding	 methods,	 off	 site	
preservation	of	an	existing	population,	or	enhancement	of	an	existing	population	(such	as	
weed	 control),	 shall	 be	 considered	 through	 a	 habitat	 manager,	 mitigation	 bank,	 or	
environmental	 group.	 	 The	 on‐site	 or	 off‐site	 areas	 shall	 be	 preserved	 in	 perpetuity.		
Implementation	 of	 this	 mitigation	 shall	 be	 prior	 to	 or	 concurrent	 with	 the	 first	
construction	that	impacts	the	sensitive	plant	population,	or	as	determined	in	consultation	
with	the	appropriate	agencies.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	that	leads	to	an	adverse	modification	of	its	habitat.	

Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 BIO‐3:	 The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 direct	 impacts	 to	
designated	 critical	habitat	 for	 coastal	California	gnatcatcher.	 	Mitigation	 is	proposed	by	 the	Aspen	
Road	Alternative	 to	compensate	 for	 impacts	 to	native	coastal	sage	scrub	and	chaparral	vegetation,	
which	is	suitable	habitat	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher.		The	establishment	and/or	enhancement	
of	these	vegetation	communities	would	result	in	a	net	gain	of	habitat	for	this	species.		Therefore,	no	
significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	to	designated	critical	habitat.			

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	includes	approximately	419.8	acres	of	designated	critical	habitat	for	the	coastal	
California	 gnatcatcher	 (see	Figure	4.4‐8),	 of	which	approximately	191	 acres	 is	proposed	 for	 impacts.	 	The	
remaining	designated	critical	habitat	not	proposed	for	impacts	(approximately	229	acres)	could	be	available	
for	 on‐site	 preservation.	 	 Designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 and	 southwestern	
willow	flycatcher	does	not	occur	on	site,	but	is	located	less	than	one	mile	from	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	
site	along	Temecula	Creek,	and	potentially	suitable	habitat	for	these	species	occurs	on	the	site	(including,	at	
minimum,	the	southern	willow	scrub	which	is	not	proposed	for	impacts).			

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 proposes	 mitigation	 to	 compensate	 for	 impacts	 to	 native	 vegetation	 that	 is	
suitable	 habitat	 for	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher,	 including	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 at	 a	 minimum	 1.5:1	 ratio	
totaling	approximately	251.3	acres,	and	mixed	chaparral	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	totaling	approximately	18.5	
acres	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 BIO‐2).	 	 This	would	 provide	 a	 net	 gain	 of	 potential	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher	habitat	of	83.8	acres,	totaling	269.8	acres	of	habitat	to	compensate	for	impacts	to	191	acres	of	
designated	 critical	 habitat.	 	 Therefore,	 with	 this	mitigation,	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	would	 occur	 to	
designated	critical	habitat	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measure	outlined	in	Impact	Statement	Aspen	BIO‐2,	the	Aspen	Road	
Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 designated	 critical	 habitats.	 	 No	 additional	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	permanent	disturbance	of	wildlife	movement	or	disruption	for	an	extended	period	that	would	lead	
to	a	disruption	in	gene	flow.	

Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 BIO‐4:	 The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 is	 within	 a	 regional	 linkage	
identified	 in	 the	 South	 Coast	Missing	 Linkages	 study.	 	 The	 alternative	would	 avoid	 impacts	 to	 a	
potential	wildlife	corridor	along	a	tributary	in	the	southeastern	portion	of	the	site,	but	would	result	
in	disruption	over	a	minimum	25‐year	period	to	a	potential	north‐south	wildlife	movement	corridor.		
Therefore,	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	as	a	result	of	the	alternative.			

Based	on	 the	South	Coast	Missing	Linkages	study,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 is	within	a	 regional	 linkage	
identified	 as	 the	 Santa	Ana	 –	 Palomar	 Linkage.	 	 Based	 on	 aerial	 imagery,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 site	
appears	to	be	somewhat	constrained	for	north‐south	local	and	subregional	wildlife	movement	by	existing	off	
site	 development	 to	 the	 east	 and	 west	 that	 creates	 an	 existing	 corridor	 for	 wildlife	 movement	 that	 is	
approximately	 0.75	 mile	 wide	 across	 the	 property.	 	 However,	 wildlife	 movement	 may	 currently	 occur	
between	undeveloped	 areas	 in	 the	 north	 and	undeveloped	 areas	 to	 the	 south	within	 existing	 coastal	 sage	
scrub	habitat	and	along	a	drainage	supporting	riparian	habitat	and	at	least	an	intermittent	stream	extending	
from	the	central	portion	of	the	site	to	the	southern	boundary.		Wildlife	movement	may	also	occur	along	the	
tributary	 in	 the	 northeast	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 traversing	 from	 the	 northeast	 to	 the	 southwest.	 	 More	
significantly,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	property	provides	a	connection	from	habitat	areas	to	the	south	to	
the	Santa	Margarita	River	approximately	0.5	mile	to	the	northwest.		The	Santa	Margarita	River,	like	the	San	
Luis	Rey	River	is	considered	to	be	a	regional	movement	corridor.			

The	 footprint	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 further	 constrain	 north‐south	 movement	 across	 the	
property	by	eliminating	approximately	0.5	mile	from	the	corridor’s	width.		Moreover,	the	alternative	would	
break	the	corridor	into	two	halves	with	widths	of	less	than	1,000	feet	(see	Figure	4.4‐8)	with	no	other	viable	
undisturbed	corridors	in	the	vicinity.		Because	it	is	likely	that	the	site	functions	as	an	important	north‐south	
wildlife	 corridor	 with	 access	 to	 the	 Santa	 Margarita	 River,	 and	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 cannot	 be	
redesigned	 to	 allow	 for	 continued	wildlife	movement,	 this	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	
effects.		

Mitigation Measures 

It	is	likely	that	the	tributary	in	the	southeast	portion	of	the	site	serves	as	an	important	wildlife	corridor.		As	a	
redesign	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 not	 be	 feasible,	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	
adverse	effect	to	a	wildlife	corridor.		No	mitigation	measures	are	considered	feasible.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	indirect	impacts	on	a	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	leading	to	a	jeopardy	opinion	for	one	
or	more	species.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	BIO‐5:	The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 could	 result	 in	direct	and/or	 indirect	
impacts	 to	 coastal	California	 gnatcatcher,	arroyo	 toad,	 least	Bell’s	vireo,	and	 southwestern	willow	
flycatcher.		To	compensate	for	these	impacts,	the	alternative	proposes	mitigation	measures	for	these	
species,	 if	 present	 on	 site.	 	 Surveys	 of	 the	 site	would	 be	 required	 to	 determine	 if	 these	 or	 any	
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additional	 state‐	 or	 federal‐listed	 species	 are	 present	 and,	 if	 observed,	 may	 require	 additional	
mitigation.	

As	outlined	 in	 Impact	Statement	Aspen	BIO‐3,	 the	 site	 is	mapped	as	designated	critical	habitat	 for	 coastal	
California	 gnatcatcher,	 and	 therefore	has	 the	potential	 to	 support	 this	 species	 on	 site.	 	Designated	 critical	
habitat	for	arroyo	toad,	least	Bell’s	vireo,	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	also	occurs	less	than	one	mile	
from	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	along	Temecula	Creek,	and	potentially	suitable	habitat	for	these	species	
occurs	on	 the	 site	 (including,	 at	minimum,	 the	 southern	willow	scrub	which	 is	not	proposed	 for	 impacts).		
Although	 none	 of	 these	 species	 have	 been	 documented	 by	 CNDDB	 as	 occurring	 on	 the	 Aspen	 Road	
Alternative	site,	they	are	known	to	occur	in	the	vicinity.	 	Focused	surveys	would	be	required	on	the	Aspen	
Road	Alternative	site	to	confirm	the	presence	or	absence	of	 these	or	any	additional	state‐	or	 federal‐listed	
species	and	the	extent	of	their	habitat,	and	identify	potential	direct	or	indirect	impacts	based	on	the	survey	
results.	 	 Direct	 or	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 these	 species	would	 require	mitigation.	 	 Any	 required	mitigation	 is	
anticipated	 to	be	comparable	 to	 the	design	 features	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	 	 If	any	other	
state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	are	observed	during	focused	surveys,	additional	mitigation	may	be	required.		
Potential	impacts	per	species	are	summarized	below.	

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Potential	 impacts	 to	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 could	 include	 both	 direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts,	 if	 this	
species	 is	 determined	 present	 on	 the	 site.	 	 Direct	 impacts	 include	 loss	 of	 individuals	 from	 construction	
activities,	and	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	with	PCEs	(see	Impact	Statement	Aspen	BIO‐3).		Mitigation	
would	 be	 required	 to	 avoid	 loss	 of	 individuals,	 specifically	 clearing	 habitat	 outside	 the	 breeding	 season.		
Indirect	impacts	to	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	could	occur	from	predator	species,	invasive	plant	species,	
and	increased	noise,	as	discussed	below.	

 Predator	 Species:	 Predators	 such	 as	 gulls,	 ravens,	 crows	 and	 raccoons	 may	 be	 attracted	 to	 the	
landfill	 from	 waste.	 	 This	 impact	 would	 be	 addressed	 through	 the	 design	 features	 discussed	 in	
subsection	4.2.5.2	above,	including	litter	control	and	vector	control.			

 Invasive	 Plant	 Species:	 Invasive	 non‐native	 plant	 species	 may	 colonize	 native	 vegetation	
communities	through	dumping	of	green	waste.		This	could	lead	to	native	species	being	outcompeted,	
which	 would	 reduce	 the	 availability	 of	 remaining	 habitat	 on	 the	 site	 for	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher.	 	This	 impact	would	be	addressed	 through	 the	design	 features	discussed	 in	subsection	
4.2.5.2	above,	including	appropriate	green	waste	disposal.			

 Increased	Noise:	Since	birds	are	dependent	upon	sound	for	communication	and	can	be	sensitive	to	
noise,	noise	associated	with	the	construction	and	landfill	operations	could	have	a	permanent	indirect	
effect	on	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	during	their	breeding	season	(reduced	fitness).	 	This	impact	
would	require	mitigation	to	reduce	noise	 impacts,	such	as	operational	changes,	noise	barriers,	and	
monitoring	to	ensure	noise	levels	are	maintained.		A	proposed	mitigation	measure	is	outlined	below.	

Arroyo Toad 

Potential	impacts	to	arroyo	toad	could	include	both	direct	and	indirect	impacts,	if	this	species	is	determined	
present	on	the	site.	 	Direct	impacts	include	loss	of	arroyo	toad	individuals	from	construction	activities,	and	
loss	of	breeding	and	upland	habitat.		Mitigation	measures	would	be	required	to	avoid	loss	of	individuals	and	
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habitat,	 including	exclusion	 fencing	 to	prevent	 toads	within	 the	construction	area,	and	replacement	of	any	
impacted	habitat,	as	outlined	below	under	mitigation	measures.		Indirect	impacts	to	arroyo	toad	could	occur	
through	decreased	water	quality,	predators,	invasive	non‐native	plant	species,	nighttime	lighting,	and	noise,	
as	described	below.			

 Decreased	water	quality:	Water	quality	could	be	affected	from	toxic	pollutants	in	runoff	associated	
with	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	that	could	lead	to	toad	mortality.		It	is	anticipated	that	water	quality	
would	 be	 mitigated	 through	 required	 compliance	 with	 existing	 regulations	 for	 water	 quality	
standards,	thereby	avoiding	impacts	to	arroyo	toad.			

 Predator	 Species:	 Predators	 such	 as	 gulls,	 ravens,	 crows	 and	 raccoons	 may	 be	 attracted	 to	 the	
landfill	 from	 waste.	 	 This	 impact	 would	 be	 addressed	 through	 the	 design	 features	 discussed	 in	
subsection	4.2.5.2	above,	including	litter	control	and	vector	control.			

 Invasive	 Plant	 Species:	 Invasive	 non‐native	 plant	 species	 may	 colonize	 native	 vegetation	
communities	through	dumping	of	green	waste.		This	could	lead	to	native	species	being	outcompeted,	
which	would	 reduce	 the	 availability	 of	 remaining	habitat	 on	 the	 site	 for	 arroyo	 toad.	 	 This	 impact	
would	 be	 addressed	 through	 the	 design	 features	 discussed	 in	 subsection	 4.2.5.2	 above,	 including	
appropriate	green	waste	disposal.			

 Nighttime	Lighting:	Artificial	 light	may	affect	breeding	 individuals	of	arroyo	toad	as	 it	may	mimic	
the	illumination	of	a	full	moon,	which	arroyo	toads	are	thought	to	avoid	during	breeding.		This	impact	
would	be	addressed	through	the	design	feature	discussed	in	subsection	4.2.5.2	above,	namely	the	use	
of	shielded	lighting	for	security	purposes	only.			

 Increased	Noise:	Noise	 from	 construction	 and	 landfill	 operations	may	 result	 in	 calling	males	 not	
being	 heard	 by	 breeding	 females,	 resulting	 in	 decreased	mating	 during	 the	 breeding	 season.	 	 The	
toads	usually	call	during	the	evening	and	night,	but	may	also	call	during	daylight	hours	at	the	peak	of	
the	 breeding	 season.	 	 Measures	 to	 address	 impacts	 from	 increased	 noise	 to	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	
southwestern	willow	flycatcher	are	described	below	and	are	also	expected	to	avoid	noise	impacts	to	
arroyo	toads.	

Least Bell’s Vireo and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher  

Potential	 impacts	 to	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher	 could	 include	 both	 direct	 and	
indirect	impacts,	 if	this	species	is	determined	present	on	the	site.	 	Direct	impacts	include	loss	of	 individual	
birds	 from	 construction	 activities.	 	 Mitigation	 would	 be	 required	 to	 avoid	 loss	 of	 individuals,	 including	
limiting	construction	to	outside	the	breeding	season,	as	outlined	below	under	mitigation	measures.		Indirect	
impacts	 to	 these	 species	 could	 occur	 through	 invasive	 non‐native	 plant	 species	 and	 noise,	 as	 described	
below.			

 Invasive	Plant	 Species:	 Non‐native,	 weedy	 species	may	 out‐compete	 and	 exclude	 native	 species,	
potentially	altering	the	structure	of	the	vegetation,	degrading	or	eliminating	habitat	used	by	the	least	
Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	and	providing	food	and	cover	for	undesirable	non‐
native	animals.		This	impact	would	be	addressed	through	the	design	features	discussed	in	subsection	
4.2.5.2	 above,	 including	 appropriate	 green	waste	 disposal	 to	 avoid	 introducing	 invasive	 species	 to	
native	habitat	areas.			
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 Noise:	The	 landfill	would	result	 in	 increased	noise	 from	construction	and	operational	noise.	 	Since	
birds	are	dependent	upon	sound	for	communication	and	can	be	sensitive	to	noise,	noise	associated	
with	 the	 landfill	 could	 have	 a	 permanent	 indirect	 effect	 on	 least	 Bell’s	 vireos	 and	 southwestern	
willow	 flycatcher	 during	 their	 breeding	 season	 (reduced	 fitness).	 	 This	 impact	 would	 require	
mitigation	 to	 reduce	 noise	 impacts,	 such	 as	 limiting	 construction	 during	 the	 breeding	 season,	
providing	 a	 buffer	 between	 construction	 and	 suitable	 habitat	 areas,	 and	 noise	 monitoring/noise	
barriers	to	ensure	noise	levels	below	60	dBA	Leq	are	maintained.			

Other Species  

Based	on	a	review	of	 the	CNDDB	and	the	1990	Draft	EIR/EIS,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 is	not	known	to	
support	 any	 other	 sensitive,	 unique	 or	 rare	 species	 apart	 than	 the	 Parry’s	 tetracoccus	 sensitive	 plant	
identified	under	Impact	Statement	Aspen	BIO‐2.		However,	since	no	known	current	surveys	of	the	site	have	
been	 conducted,	 an	 on‐foot	 survey	 of	 the	 site	 would	 be	 required	 to	 confirm	 the	 presence	 or	 absence	 of	
sensitive,	 unique	 or	 rare	 species	 under	 present	 conditions.	 	 If	 any	 sensitive,	 unique	 or	 rare	 species	 are	
observed	on	the	site,	and	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	affect	the	species’	long	term‐viability,	avoidance	
and/or	mitigation	would	be	required.		The	feasibility	of	full	or	partial	avoidance,	and/or	the	identification	of	
appropriate	 mitigation,	 could	 only	 be	 determined	 based	 on	 the	 results	 of	 the	 site	 surveys.	 	 Through	
avoidance	and/or	implementation	of	mitigation,	significant	adverse	effects	would	be	reduced.		However,	this	
cannot	be	conclusively	determined	until	specific	impacts	are	identified.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	 implementation	of	 the	mitigation	measures	proposed	below	and	the	design	features	described	 in	
subsection	4.2.5.2	above,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	state‐	
or	federal‐listed	species	or	their	habitats	assuming	these	species	are	present	(specifically,	coastal	California	
gnatcatcher,	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 and	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher).	 	 If	 surveys	 of	 the	 site	
determine	 the	 presence	 of	 any	 additional	 state‐	 or	 federal‐listed	 species,	 additional	 mitigation	 may	 be	
required.	

Coastal California Gnatcatcher Mitigation (if this species is determined present on site) 

MM	Aspen	Bio‐6:	Removal	of	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	habitat	shall	occur	outside	the	breeding	
season	(March	15	to	June	30)	to	avoid	direct	loss	of	individual	birds.	

A	mitigation	measure	for	noise	is	proposed	under	MM	Aspen	Bio‐11	below.	

Arroyo Toad Mitigation (if arroyo toad is determined present on site) 

MM	Aspen	Bio‐7:	Impacts	to	arroyo	toad	habitat	shall	be	mitigated	through	on	site	establishment	or	
enhancement	at	a	minimum	4:1	ratio	through	on	site	and/or	off	site	acquisition	of	in‐kind	
habitat.	 	Off	 site	acquisition	shall	only	occur	 if	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	 is	
determined	 infeasible,	 or	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site.	 	 Off	 site	 acquisitions	
may	occur	either	through	a	direct	purchase	or	through	mitigation	credits	from	a	habitat	
manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on	site	or	off	site	areas	shall	be	
preserved	in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	or	concurrent	
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with	the	first	construction	that	impacts	riparian	habitat,	or	as	determined	in	consultation	
with	the	appropriate	agencies.	

MM	Aspen	Bio‐8:	To	avoid	direct	impacts	to	arroyo	toad,	the	construction	zone	shall	be	fenced	with	
exclusion	fencing	prior	to	construction	along	areas	known	to	be	occupied	by	arroyo	toad,	
to	prevent	 toad	access	 to	 the	construction	zone.	 	The	 fencing	shall	be	a	 silt‐screen	 type	
barrier	 comprised	 of	 a	minimum	24‐inch	 high	 fence	with	 the	 remainder	 (minimum	12	
inches)	 anchored	 firmly	 against	 the	 ground.	 	 The	 fence	may	 be	 buried	 if	 necessary	 to	
exclude	 toad	 access.	 	 The	 fence	 locations	 shall	 be	 identified	 by	 a	 qualified	 biologist	
permitted	by	USFWS	 to	 handle	 arroyo	 toads	 and	 adjusted	 as	necessary.	 	 The	 exclusion	
fencing	 shall	 be	 monitored	 daily	 by	 the	 permitted	 biologist	 following	 installation,	 and	
maintained	in	its	original	conditions	by	construction	personnel	for	the	entire	length	of	the	
construction	 period.	 	 Any	 toads	 found	 shall	 be	 relocated	 by	 the	 permitted	 biologist	 to	
appropriate	similar	habitat	outside	 the	construction	 impact	areas.	 	The	 fencing	shall	be	
removed	once	construction	is	complete.	

Least  Bell’s  Vireo  and  Southwestern Willow  Flycatcher Mitigation  (if  either  of  these  species  is 

determined present on site) 

MM	Aspen	Bio‐9:	Construction	adjacent	to	any	least	Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	
habitat	 shall	 only	 occur	 outside	 the	 breeding	 season	 (i.e.,	 between	 September	 16	 and	
March	 14)	 unless	 daily	monitoring	 by	 a	 qualified	 biologist	 during	 the	 breeding	 season	
(i.e.,	March	15	 to	September	15)	determines	 that	 these	 species	have	not	 yet	arrived	on	
site,	 or	 have	migrated	 out	 of	 the	 area	 early,	 or	 if	 noise	 levels	 are	 below	 60	 dBA	 Leq	 as	
outlined	in	MM	Aspen	Bio‐11.	

MM	Aspen	Bio‐10:	 A	 biological	 buffer	 of	 at	 least	 100	 feet	 from	 any	 occupied	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 or	
southwestern	willow	flycatcher	habitat	shall	be	provided.	

MM	Aspen	Bio‐11:	 Daily	 noise	monitoring	 shall	 be	 conducted	 by	 a	 qualified	 acoustician	 between	
March	 15	 and	 September	 15	 during	 initial	 construction	 or	 landfill	 operations	 to	 verify	
that	 noise	 levels	 are	 below	 60	 dBA	 Leq	 in	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 southwestern	 willow	
flycatcher	habitat,	 and	between	March	15	and	 June	30	 in	 coastal	California	gnatcatcher	
habitat.	 	 If	 the	60	dBA	Leq	 is	exceeded,	 the	acoustician	shall	work	with	 the	construction	
contractor	to	make	operational	changes	and/or	barriers	designed	by	the	acoustician	shall	
be	 installed	prior	 to	March	15	or	 immediately	 if	 during	 the	breeding	 season,	 to	 reduce	
noise	levels	during	the	breeding	season.	 	Weekly	noise	monitoring	shall	occur	following	
operational	 changes	 and/or	 installation	 of	 barriers	 to	 ensure	 their	 effectiveness.	 	 If	
ineffective,	 the	 acoustician	 shall	 work	 with	 the	 construction	 contractor	 to	 make	
additional	operational	changes	or	to	install	other	barriers	that	would	reduce	noise	levels	
to	less	than	60	dBA	Leq.			

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	 indirect	 impacts	on	golden	eagle	nesting	and	 foraging	habitats	that	has	the	potential	to	
affect	the	species’	long‐term	viability.	

Golden	eagles	are	not	known	to	occur	on	or	near	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.		Therefore,	this	criterion	does	
not	apply.	
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Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	conflict	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.	

Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 BIO‐6:	 The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 be	 required	 to	 comply	 with	
conservation	 requirements	pursuant	 to	 the	NCCP,	and	 consider	 the	County	of	San	Diego	biological	
resource	 guidelines	 and	 the	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan	 pending	 its	 approval.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	
anticipated	that	no	conflicts	would	occur	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.	

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	be	 required	 to	 comply	with	 the	NCCP,	 and	consider	 the	County	of	San	
Diego	biological	guidelines	and	Draft	North	County	Plan.		An	outline	of	the	alternative’s	proposed	compliance	
with	these	guidelines	is	provided	below.	

Section 4(d)/NCCP Program for Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Until	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	is	approved,	impacts	to	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	are	regulated	through	a	
special	 rule	 under	 Section	 4(d)	 of	 the	 federal	 ESA.	 	 The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	 be	 required	 to	 be	
consistent	with	the	NCCP	guidelines	with	regards	to	coastal	sage	scrub,	as	follows:			

a. The	habitat	loss	cannot	cumulatively	exceed	the	five	percent	guideline:	With	implementation	of	the	
mitigation	measure	proposed	under	 Impact	 Statement	Aspen	BIO‐2,	 impacts	 to	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	
habitat	as	a	result	of	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	be	mitigated	at	a	1.5:1	ratio	resulting	in	a	net	
gain	of	habitat.			

b. The	habitat	 loss	cannot	preclude	connectivity	between	areas	of	high	habitat	values:	This	would	be	
further	determined	following	focused	surveys	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	to	identify	the	value	
of	habitat	on	site	and	in	adjacent	areas.		The	entire	site	and	surrounding	areas	are	within	designated	
critical	 habitat	 for	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher.	 	 The	 landfill	 footprint	 could	 affect	 north‐south	
connectivity	of	designated	critical	habitat	areas.			

c. The	 habitat	 loss	 cannot	 have	 an	 impact	 on	 regional	 biological	 resource	 planning	 or	 prevent	 the	
preparation	of	the	subregional	NCCP.		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	could	contribute	valuable	habitat	
acreage	 to	 the	Draft	North	County	Plan	 either	 through	on	 site	or	off	 site	preservation	 (see	 Impact	
Statement	Aspen	BIO‐2).			

d. The	 habitat	 loss	 cannot	 appreciably	 reduce	 the	 likelihood	 of	 the	 survival	 and	 recovery	 of	 listed	
species.	 	 The	 presence	 of	 listed	 species	 on	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 is	 currently	 unknown	
based	on	the	lack	of	data	from	focused	surveys.		

e. The	habitat	loss	can	only	be	authorized	on	approval	of	a	HLP	a	Section	10(a)	permit	from	the	USFWS	
in	accordance	with	the	federal	ESA.			

County of San Diego Guidelines 

As	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	Update	EIR,	the	County	of	San	Diego	has	established	policies	and	mitigation	
measures	pertaining	to	the	protection	of	special	status	species,	riparian	habitats	and	other	sensitive	natural	
communities,	 jurisdictional	wetland	waters	of	 the	U.S.,	and	wildlife	movement	corridors	and	nursery	sites.		
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These	 are	 further	 described	 in	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	Guidelines	 for	Determining	 Significance71	 and	 are	
covered	in	the	evaluation	criteria	already	assessed	above	(Impact	Statements	Aspen	BIO‐1	through	BIO‐5).		
With	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	 mitigation	 measures	 identified	 in	 Impact	 Statements	 Aspen	 BIO‐1	
through	Aspen	BIO‐5,	it	is	not	anticipated	that	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	significant	adverse	
effects	to	any	resources	outlined	in	the	County	of	San	Diego	Guidelines.	

Draft North County Plan 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	avoids	existing	resources	identified	by	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	as	requiring	
avoidance	to	the	greatest	extent	feasible,	and	includes	mitigation	measures	to	compensate	for	unavoidable	
impacts	as	discussed	in	Impact	Statements	Aspen	BIO‐1	through	BIO‐5.		The	alternative	is	primarily	within	
the	PAMA	and	could	potentially	contribute	to	the	preserve	through	conservation	of	habitats	not	proposed	for	
impacts	on	the	site,	including	approximately	12.5	acres	of	live	oak	woodland,	147.5	acres	coastal	sage	scrub,	
and	63.2	 acres	 of	mixed	 chaparral,	 in	 addition	 to	 any	mitigation	of	 native	habitats	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	
Aspen	BIO‐2).	 	 The	mitigation	measures	 proposed	by	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	 comply	with	 the	
mitigation	 ratios	 for	 Tier	 I	 vegetation	 communities	 (e.g.,	 oak	 woodlands	 and	 riparian	 habitats),	 Tier	 II	
vegetation	communities	(e.g.,	coastal	sage	scrub),	and	Tier	III	vegetation	communities	(e.g.,	mixed	chaparral)	
outlined	 in	 the	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan	 within	 the	 PAMA.	 	 Two	 small	 preserve	 areas	 are	 mapped	
approximately	 along	 the	 northwestern	 boundary	 and	 the	 southeastern	 boundary	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	
Alternative	site,	in	addition	to	a	small	area	outside	the	PAMA	that	is	mapped	in	approximately	the	far	eastern	
portion	of	the	site.		All	the	preserve	areas	appear	to	be	within	areas	that	are	not	proposed	for	development	
by	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative,	 and	 therefore	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 proposed	 preserve	 areas	
would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	the	proposed	mitigation	measures	for	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	described	in	
Impact	 Statements	 Aspen	 BIO‐1	 through	 Aspen	 BIO‐5,	 and	 approvals	 required	 from	 regulatory	 agencies	
pursuant	to	existing	regulations,	the	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	long‐term	
regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.		No	additional	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

4.4.6  GOPHER CANYON ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.4.6.1 Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	is	located	in	northern	San	Diego	County,	approximately	2.0	miles	west	
of	 I‐15	and	 approximately	0.3	mile	 south	of	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road.	 	 The	 terrain	 in	 the	 region	 is	highly	
varied	including	ridgelines	with	moderate	to	steep	slopes	and	narrow	valleys.		Notable	drainage	features	in	
the	region	are	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	and	Gopher	Creek	to	the	northwest	and	north	of	the	site,	respectively.		
Nearby	communities	are	Bonsall	to	the	north	and	Vista	to	the	southwest.		

																																																													
71		 County	 of	 San	Diego.	 	 2007.	 Guidelines	 for	Determining	 Significance,	 Biological	 Resources.	 Land	Use	 and	 Environmental	 Group,	

Department	of	Planning	and	Land	Use,	Department	of	Public	Works.	
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Local Setting 

This	alternative	encompasses	an	area	of	approximately	473.5	acres	that	appears	to	support	native	vegetation	
and	developed	and	disturbed	areas.	 	Based	on	aerial	imagery	and	observations	of	the	surrounding	vicinity,	
the	 major	 vegetation	 types	 and	 their	 approximate	 coverage	 on	 the	 site	 include	 mixed	 chaparral	 (408.1	
acres),	 disturbed	mixed	 chaparral	 (22.3	 acres),	 southern	willow	scrub	 (0.6	 acre),	 coast	 live	oak/sycamore	
riparian	woodland	(7.1	acres),	 sycamore	 (0.4	acre),	developed	(12.4	acres),	 and	disturbed	 (22.5	acres),	 as	
shown	 in	 Figure	 4.4‐10,	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 ‐	 Existing	 Conditions	 and	 Impacts.	 	 It	 is	 also	
estimated	that	this	alternative	site	includes	1.3	acres	(15,999	linear	feet)	of	potential	jurisdictional	waters	of	
the	U.S.	that	may	be	regulated	by	the	USACE.		Additionally,	portions	of	these	drainages	appear	to	exclusively	
support	 southern	 willow	 scrub,	 coast	 live	 oak/sycamore	 riparian	 woodland,	 and	 sycamore	 that	 may	 be	
regulated	by	the	CDFG.		Consequently,	there	are	approximately	8.1	acres	of	potential	CDFG	jurisdiction.	

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	 includes	approximately	133.2	acres	of	designated	critical	habitat	 for	
the	 coastal	California	 gnatcatcher	 (see	Figure	4.4‐11,	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	 ‐	USFWS	Designated	
Critical	Habitats).	 	 However,	 considering	 all	 PCEs	 for	 the	 gnatcatcher	 (i.e.,	 breeding	 habitat	 and	 dispersal	
habitat)	and	based	on	the	estimated	vegetation	cover,	the	site	may	encompass	approximately	412	acres	of	
habitats	that	support	one	or	more	of	the	PCEs	for	the	species.	 	Consideration	for	nearby	designated	critical	
habitat	for	arroyo	toad,	least	Bell’s	vireo,	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	and	San	Diego	ambrosia	along	the	
San	Luis	Rey	River	is	also	necessary	in	the	analysis	of	this	alternative.		These	designated	critical	habitat	areas	
are	 between	 1.2	 and	 2.4	miles	 to	 the	 northwest	 of	 the	 site	 boundaries,	 and	 given	 the	 potentially	 suitable	
habitat	 for	 these	 species	 on	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 and	 records	 of	 these	 species	 being	
observed	in	the	vicinity,	their	presence	cannot	be	ruled	out.		Similarly,	consideration	is	necessary	for	several	
other	 federal‐	 and	 state‐listed	 sensitive	 species	 with	 known	 occurrences	 in	 the	 vicinity	 and	 potentially	
suitable	habitat	on	the	site,	as	 listed	below.	 	Consideration	 is	not	necessary	for	two	sensitive	natural	plant	
communities	 known	 to	 occur	 in	 the	 area	 but	 not	 observed	 on	 aerial	 imagery	 for	 the	 site	 or	 from	 a	 field	
assessment	 of	 the	 immediate	 vicinity	 of	 the	 site,	 namely	 southern	 cottonwood	willow	 riparian	 forest	 and	
southern	riparian	scrub.			

Species with Potential to Occur On Site 

 Coronado	Island	skink	(SSC)	

 Parry’s	tetracoccus	(CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	NES)	

 Coast	horned	lizard	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Felt‐leaved	monardella	(CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	CS)	

 Orangethroat	whiptail	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Red‐diamond	rattlesnake	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Southern	California	rufous‐crowned	sparrow	(CDFG	Watch	List,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 Summer	holly	 (Comarostaphylis	diversifolia	 ssp.	diversifolia/CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	
CS)	

 Western	yellow	bat	(Lasiurus	xanthinus/SSC)	

 Quino	checkerspot	butterfly	(FE,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	
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 San	Diego	thorn‐mint	(FE,	SE,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	NES)	

4.4.6.2  Design Features 

As	with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative,	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	 be	 conditioned	
with	design	features	that	would	avoid,	minimize,	and	compensate	for	adverse	effects	on	significant	biological	
resources	 and	 systems.	 	 Likely,	 these	 would	 include	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	 as	 applicable,	 including	 general	 measures	 such	 as:	 slow	 traffic	 speeds	 to	 reduce	 potential	
impacts	 to	 wildlife;	 use	 of	 low	 impact,	 focused	 and	 shielded	 lighting	 for	 security	 only	 to	 avoid	 indirect	
impacts	to	habitat	areas;	vector	control	measures	to	prevent	nuisance	species	being	attracted	to	the	landfill	
and	predating	native	species;	litter	control	and	removal	to	avoid	attracting	nuisance	species	and	introducing	
invasive	plant	species	through	dumping	of	green	waste;	and	educating	construction	personnel	about	access	
restrictions	to	areas	where	special‐status	species	and	habitats	are	present.		

Mitigation	measures	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	impacts	to	natural	plant	communities	or	to	avoid	
and	minimize	 impacts	 to	 threatened	or	endangered	species.	 	 In	order	 to	 identify	 impacts	 to	 threatened	or	
endangered	species	with	the	potential	to	occur	on	site	focused	surveys	would	be	required.		If	the	presence	of	
any	 threatened	 or	 endangered	 species	 is	 confirmed	 through	 the	 surveys,	 species‐specific	 mitigation	
measures	to	avoid,	minimize,	or	compensate	for	adverse	effects	on	these	species	would	be	required	for	the	
Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.		As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	these	could	include,	but	not	
necessarily	be	 limited	 to:	 seasonal	 restrictions	on	certain	construction	activities;	 installation	of	 temporary	
sound	barriers;	noise	monitoring	in	sensitive	habitat	areas;	capture	and	relocation	of	animals	through	pre‐
construction	surveys;	temporary	exclusion	fencing	for	certain	species;	and	an	HLP	issued	by	the	County	of	
San	Diego	or	a	Section	7	consultation	with	the	USFWS	due	to	the	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	designated	
critical	 habitat	mapped	on	 site.	 	 Further	 analysis	 of	 potential	mitigation	measures	 for	 the	Gopher	Canyon	
Road	Alternative	is	provided	in	subsection	4.4.6.3	below.	

4.4.6.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a:		

 Substantial	loss	of	functions	and	services	of	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.;	and/or	

 Substantial	 adverse	 construction	 impacts	within	 jurisdictional	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 through	 temporary	
removal,	filling,	hydrological	interruption,	loss	of	functions	or	services,	or	other	means.			

Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 BIO‐1:	 	 The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 supports	 potential	 non‐
wetland	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 associated	 with	 tributaries	 to	 Gopher	 Creek,	 and	 no	
potential	wetlands,	 subject	 to	 an	 AJD	 from	 USACE.	 	 Based	 on	 this,	 the	 alternative	may	 result	 in	
permanent	 impacts	 to	 1.1	 acres	 of	 potential	 jurisdictional	 non‐wetland	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 	 No	
temporary	impacts	to	 jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	are	anticipated	as	part	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	
Road	 Alternative.	 	 Direct	 and/or	 indirect	 permanent	 impacts	 to	 jurisdictional	waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	
would	be	addressed	through	compliance	with	existing	regulations	including	water	quality	standards	
and	the	no‐net‐loss	policy	of	the	CWA,	subject	to	approval	and	regulatory	permitting	from	the	USACE	
and	 RWQCB.	 	 A	 compensatory	 mitigation	 plan	 would	 also	 be	 required	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	
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Mitigation	Rule.72	 	With	the	proposed	mitigation	measure	and	compliance	with	existing	regulations,	
the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

Based	 on	 the	 aerial	 analysis	 of	 the	 site,	 and	 subject	 to	 an	 AJD	 from	 USACE,	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative	supports	1.3	acres	of	potential	jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.	associated	with	three	
tributaries	to	Gopher	Creek.	 	Based	on	this,	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	may	permanently	 impact	
1.1	 acres	 (12,448	 linear	 feet)	 of	 non‐wetland	waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 	 The	 impacts	would	 occur	 primarily	 as	 a	
result	of	the	landfill	footprint,	in	addition	to	a	small	portion	from	two	ancillary	facilities/basins/tanks/flares	
(see	 Figure	 4.4‐10).	 	 These	 impacts	 represent	 approximately	 85	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 acreage	 of	 potential	
jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.	on	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site.	 	Two	tributaries	
that	would	be	impacted	are	in	the	northern	portion	of	the	site	and	support	potentially	sensitive	habitat	areas	
consisting	of	mixed	chaparral.		The	largest	tributary	that	would	be	impacted	extends	across	the	central	and	
southern	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 and	 supports	 potentially	 sensitive	 habitat	 areas	 consisting	 of	 predominately	
mixed	 chaparral	 and	 live	 oak/sycamore	 riparian	 woodland,	 in	 addition	 to	 southern	 willow	 scrub	 and	
sycamore.			

Based	 on	 observations	 from	 the	 site	 boundaries,	 aerial	 imagery	 or	 existing	 available	 documentation,	 the	
Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 does	 not	 support	 any	 potential	 wetland	 features.	 	 However,	 this	 would	
need	to	be	confirmed	by	conducting	an	on‐foot	field	study	of	the	site.				

Indirect	 impacts	 to	potential	non‐wetland	 jurisdictional	waters	of	 the	U.S.	 could	also	occur	 to	 the	avoided	
portions	 of	 the	 tributaries	 from	 runoff	 flows	 or	 sediment	 affecting	 water	 quality.	 	 This	 impact	 would	 be	
addressed	by	treating	any	runoff	 flows	and	preventing	sedimentation	pursuant	 to	water	quality	standards	
required	 through	 existing	 regulations,	 which	 typically	 involve	 preparation	 of	 a	 SWPPP.	 	 No	 temporary	
impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	are	anticipated	as	part	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.					

Direct	 and/or	 indirect	 permanent	 impacts	 to	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 would	 require	 regulatory	
approval	 and	 permitting	 from	 the	 USACE	 and	 RWQCB	 pursuant	 to	 Sections	 404	 and	 401	 of	 the	 CWA,	
respectively,	 including	mitigation	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	and	compliance	with	33	CFR	Parts	325	and	332	
(herein	referred	to	as	the	“Mitigation	Rule”).73		The	amount	of	compensatory	mitigation	would	be	determined	
by	USACE	through	the	permitting	process	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule.		A	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	
requiring	preparation	of	a	mitigation	plan	in	compliance	with	the	Mitigation	Rule.		Compliance	would	also	be	
required	 with	 existing	 regulations	 for	 water	 quality	 standards,	 which	 typically	 involves	 preparation	 of	 a	
SWPPP.	 	With	 the	mitigation	measure	and	 compliance	with	existing	 regulations,	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

Mitigation Measures 

Through	compliance	with	existing	regulations	for	water	quality	standards,	the	CWA,	and	the	Mitigation	Rule	
pursuant	 to	 the	 mitigation	 measure	 proposed	 below	 (MM	 Gopher	 Bio‐1),	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.			

																																																													
72	 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
73	 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
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MM	Gopher	Bio‐1:	A	plan	shall	be	prepared	that	outlines	compensatory	mitigation	for	unavoidable	
impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule,	33	CFR	Parts	
325	and	332.		The	compensatory	mitigation	shall	replace	aquatic	resource	functions	lost	
to	 the	extent	practicable.	 	The	amount	of	 compensatory	mitigation	 shall	 be	determined	
pursuant	 to	 the	Mitigation	Rule.	 	 The	plan	 shall	 be	 approved	by	USACE	 in	writing,	 and	
shall	be	used	as	mitigation	pursuant	to	the	Section	404	permitting	process.		

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a	
substantial	 loss	of	native	vegetation	and/or	plant	populations	defined	by	 the	County	of	San	Diego	as	rare	or	
endangered	and/or	impact	sensitive	habitat	which	is	regionally	limited.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	BIO‐2:	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	
native	vegetation,	including	6.4	acres	of	live	oak/sycamore	riparian	woodland,	216.1	acres	of	mixed	
chaparral,	and	1	acre	of	riparian	habitat.		The	alternative	is	known	to	support	Parry’s	tetracoccus,	a	
sensitive	 plant	 on	 List	 A	 of	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 Sensitive	 Plant	 List.	 	 However,	 since	 no	
information	 is	 available	 on	 the	 location	 of	 this	 species	 on	 site,	 potential	 impacts	 could	 not	 be	
assessed.		The	site	does	not	support	sensitive	habitat	that	is	regionally	limited.		Proposed	mitigation	
measures	would	 result	 in	 a	 net	 gain	 of	 native	 habitat	 through	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	
habitat	at	a	minimum	2:1	 impact	 to	mitigation	ratio	 for	 live	oak/sycamore	riparian	woodland	and	
riparian	habitat	impacts,	and	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	for	chaparral	habitat	impacts.		Mitigation	is	also	
proposed	should	avoidance	of	at	least	80	percent	of	Parry’s	tetracoccus	or	any	other	sensitive	plant	
populations	not	be	feasible.		Therefore,	with	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measures,	the	Gopher	
Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 native	 vegetation	 or	
sensitive	plant	populations.	 	No	effects	would	occur	 to	sensitive	habitat	which	 is	regionally	 limited	
due	to	absence	of	any	on	site.		

Native Vegetation 

Oak	Woodland:	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	6.4	acres	of	the	total	7.1	
acres	of	live	oak/sycamore	riparian	woodland	on	the	property.		These	impacts	would	occur	as	a	result	of	the	
landfill	 footprint	 and	 two	 ancillary	 facilities/basins/tanks/flares	 (see	 Figure	 4.4‐10),	 and	 represent	
approximately	 90	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 acreage	 of	 live	 oak/sycamore	 riparian	 woodland	 on	 the	 Gopher	
Canyon	Road	Alternative	site.		Mitigation	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	these	impacts	at	a	minimum	
2:1	ratio	consistent	with	the	Draft	North	County	Plan,	through	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	in	the	
vicinity	of	the	avoided	tributary	in	the	southeast	portion	of	the	site.		If	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	
is	 determined	 infeasible	 due	 to	 site	 conditions	 that	 could	 not	 be	 assessed	 as	 part	 of	 this	 analysis,	 or	
insufficient	acreage	is	available	on	site,	off	site	acquisition	could	occur	anywhere	within	unincorporated	area	
of	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 The	 acquisition	 could	 include	 direct	 purchase	 or	mitigation	 credits	 from	 a	 habitat	
manager,	 mitigation	 bank,	 or	 environmental	 group.	 	 A	 conservation	 easement	 would	 be	 required	 to	
permanently	protect	the	resource	either	on‐	or	off‐	site.		The	mitigation	would	provide	a	total	of	12.8	acres	of	
live	oak	woodland	habitat,	or	other	habitat	within	 the	Tier	 I	 classification	consistent	with	 the	Draft	North	
County	Plan,	providing	a	net	increase	of	6.4	acres	of	habitat.		A	total	of	0.7	acre	of	live	oak/sycamore	riparian	
woodland	would	also	be	avoided	by	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative,	and	may	be	available	for	on	site	
preservation.		Therefore,	with	implementation	of	the	proposed	mitigation,	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	
live	oak/sycamore	riparian	woodland	habitat	would	occur.			
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Mixed	Chaparral:	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	216.1	acres	of	mixed	
chaparral	(210.1	acres	of	mixed	chaparral	and	6	acres	of	disturbed	mixed	chaparral)	of	the	total	430.5	acres	
of	mixed	 chaparral	habitat	on	 the	 site	 (408.1	acres	of	mixed	 chaparral	 and	22.3	 acres	of	disturbed	mixed	
chaparral).	 	 Impacts	 to	mixed	 chaparral	would	 occur	 primarily	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 (177.2	
acres	 of	 mixed	 chaparral	 and	 6	 acres	 of	 disturbed	 mixed	 chaparral),	 in	 addition	 to	 ancillary	
facilities/basins/tanks/flares	(10.1	acres	of	mixed	chaparral)	and	potential	stockpile	areas	(22.7	acres)	(see	
Figure	4.4‐10).	 	This	 impact	 is	equivalent	 to	approximately	50	percent	of	 the	total	mixed	chaparral	on	the	
site.		Mitigation	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	this	impact	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	consistent	with	the	
Draft	 North	 County	 Plan,	 through	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement.	 	 If	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	
enhancement	 is	 determined	 infeasible	 due	 to	 site	 conditions	 that	 could	 not	 be	 assessed	 as	 part	 of	 this	
analysis,	 or	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site,	 off	 site	 acquisition	 could	 occur	 anywhere	 within	
unincorporated	San	Diego	County.		The	acquisition	could	include	direct	purchase	or	mitigation	credits	from	a	
habitat	manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		A	conservation	easement	would	be	required	to	
permanently	protect	the	resource	either	on‐	or	off‐	site.		The	mitigation	would	ensure	a	no	net	loss	of	mixed	
chaparral	habitat,	or	other	habitat	within	the	Tier	I,	 II	or	 III	classifications	consistent	with	the	Draft	North	
County	 Plan.	 	 Approximately	 214	 acres	 of	mixed	 chaparral	would	 also	 be	 avoided	 by	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	
Road	Alternative	(198	acres	of	mixed	chaparral	and	16.3	acres	of	disturbed	mixed	chaparral),	and	may	be	
available	for	on‐site	preservation.		Therefore,	with	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measure,	no	significant	
adverse	effects	on	mixed	chaparral	would	occur.			

Riparian	Habitat:	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	all	riparian	habitat	on	
site	 totaling	 approximately	 1	 acre,	 including	 0.6	 acre	 of	 southern	willow	 scrub	 and	 0.4	 acre	 of	 sycamore.		
Impacts	to	riparian	habitat	would	occur	as	a	result	of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	(see	Figure	4.4‐10).	 	Mitigation	
would	be	 required	 to	 compensate	 for	 this	 impact	 at	 a	minimum	2:1	 ratio	 consistent	with	 the	Draft	North	
County	 Plan,	 through	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement.	 	 If	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 is	
determined	infeasible	due	to	site	conditions	that	could	not	be	assessed	as	part	of	this	analysis,	or	insufficient	
acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site,	 off	 site	 acquisition	 could	 occur	 anywhere	 within	 unincorporated	 San	 Diego	
County.	 	 The	 acquisition	 could	 include	 direct	 purchase	 or	 mitigation	 credits	 from	 a	 habitat	 manager,	
mitigation	 bank,	 or	 environmental	 group.	 	 A	 conservation	 easement	 would	 be	 required	 to	 permanently	
protect	the	resource	either	on‐	or	off‐	site.		The	mitigation	would	provide	a	total	of	2	acres	of	riparian	habitat	
consistent	with	the	Draft	North	County	Plan,	providing	a	net	 increase	of	1	acre	of	habitat.	 	Therefore,	with	
implementation	of	the	mitigation	measure,	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	riparian	habitat	would	occur.			

Sensitive Plant Populations 

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	 is	known	to	support	a	sensitive	plant	on	List	A	of	 the	County	of	San	
Diego	Sensitive	Plant	List	based	on	the	CNDDB,	namely	Parry’s	tetracoccus.	 	No	information	is	available	on	
the	specific	 location	of	 the	Parry’s	 tetracoccus	on	 the	site.	 	 San	Diego	ambrosia	and	San	Diego	 thorn	mint,	
both	List	A	and	 federally	 listed	species,	are	also	known	 to	occur	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 the	alternative	 site	 (see	
Impact	Statement	Gopher	BIO‐5,	below	for	further	details).		Therefore,	focused	rare	plant	surveys	would	be	
required	to	determine	the	location	and	population	size	of	Parry’s	tetracoccus	on	the	site,	and	the	confirm	the	
absence	of	any	other	County	of	San	Diego	listed	plant	species.	 	Once	the	focused	surveys	are	complete,	the	
Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	need	to	consider	the	feasibility	of	avoiding	greater	than	80	percent	
of	the	Parry’s	tetracoccus	or	any	other	County	of	San	Diego	sensitive	plant	species	observed.		If	avoidance	is	
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not	feasible,	mitigation	would	be	required	that	could	comprise	reestablishing	the	population	either	on	site	or	
off	site	through	transplanting	or	seeding,	if	feasible,	or	through	off	site	preservation	or	enhancement.	

Regionally Limited Sensitive Habitats 

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	does	not	support	any	sensitive	habitats	that	are	regionally	limited	
based	on	aerial	imagery	and	a	field	assessment	of	the	surrounding	area	and,	as	such,	would	not	result	in	any	
effects.		Some	of	the	native	habitats	described	above	are	considered	sensitive	pursuant	to	CDFG	or	County	of	
San	Diego	guidelines,	such	as	oak	woodlands	and	riparian	habitats,	but	are	not	considered	regionally	limited	
due	to	their	distribution	throughout	southern	California.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measures	proposed	below,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	
would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	native	vegetation	and	sensitive	plant	populations.	

MM	Gopher	Bio‐2:	Impacts	to	live	oak	woodland	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	ratio	of	2:1	by	the	
on‐site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	 live	 oak	woodland	 or	 other	 Tier	 I	 vegetation,	
and/or	 the	off‐site	 acquisition	of	 live	oak	woodland	or	other	Tier	 I	 vegetation.	 	Off‐site	
acquisition	 shall	 only	 occur	 if	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 is	 determined	
infeasible,	 or	 if	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site.	 	Off‐site	 acquisitions	may	occur	
either	 through	a	direct	purchase	or	 through	mitigation	credits	 from	a	habitat	manager,	
mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on‐site	or	off‐site	areas	shall	be	preserved	
in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	or	concurrent	with	the	
first	construction	that	impacts	live	oak	woodland,	or	as	determined	in	consultation	with	
the	appropriate	agencies.	

MM	Gopher	Bio‐3:	Impacts	to	chaparral	habitat	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	through	
on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	 chaparral	 habitat	 or	 other	 Tier	 I,	 II	 or	 III	
vegetation,	 and/or	 the	 off	 site	 acquisition	 of	 chaparral	 habitat	 or	 other	 Tier	 I,	 II	 or	 II	
vegetation.		Off‐site	acquisition	shall	only	occur	if	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	
is	determined	infeasible,	or	insufficient	acreage	is	available	on	site.	 	Off	site	acquisitions	
may	occur	either	through	a	direct	purchase	or	through	mitigation	credits	from	a	habitat	
manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on‐site	or	off‐site	areas	shall	be	
preserved	in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	or	concurrent	
with	the	first	construction	that	impacts	chaparral,	or	as	determined	in	consultation	with	
the	appropriate	agencies.	

MM	Gopher	Bio‐4:	Impacts	to	riparian	habitat	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	2:1	ratio	through	on	
site	establishment	or	enhancement	of	 riparian	habitat	and/or	 the	off	 site	acquisition	of	
riparian	 habitat.	 	 Off‐site	 acquisition	 shall	 only	 occur	 if	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	
enhancement	is	determined	infeasible,	or	insufficient	acreage	is	available	on	site.		Off‐site	
acquisitions	may	 occur	 either	 through	 a	 direct	 purchase	 or	 through	mitigation	 credits	
from	a	habitat	manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on‐site	or	off‐site	
areas	shall	be	preserved	in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	
or	 concurrent	 with	 the	 first	 construction	 that	 impacts	 riparian	 vegetation,	 or	 as	
determined	in	consultation	with	the	appropriate	agencies.	
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MM	Gopher	Bio‐5:	County	of	San	Diego	Lists	A	and	B	sensitive	plant	populations	shall	be	avoided,	if	
feasible.	 	 If	 avoidance	 of	 greater	 than	 80	 percent	 of	 any	 population	 is	 not	 feasible,	
mitigation	 shall	 consist	 of	 reestablishing	 the	 population	 on‐site	 or	 off‐site	 through	
transplantation	or	collecting	seed.		The	suitability	of	transplanting	or	seed	collection,	and	
the	 selection	 of	 a	 suitable	 site,	 shall	 be	 determined	 by	 a	 qualified	 biologist	 with	
experience	 in	 restoration	 of	 sensitive	 plants.	 	 If	 reestablishing	 the	 population	 is	
determined	infeasible	by	the	biologist	for	reasons	including,	but	not	limited	to,	the	lack	of	
a	 suitable	 site	 or	 low	 or	 unknown	 success	 of	 transplanting/seeding	 methods,	 off	 site	
preservation	of	an	existing	population,	or	enhancement	of	an	existing	population	(such	as	
weed	 control),	 shall	 be	 considered	 through	 a	 habitat	 manager,	 mitigation	 bank,	 or	
environmental	 group.	 	 The	 on‐site	 or	 off‐site	 areas	 shall	 be	 preserved	 in	 perpetuity.		
Implementation	 of	 this	 mitigation	 shall	 be	 prior	 to	 or	 concurrent	 with	 the	 first	
construction	that	impacts	the	sensitive	plant	population,	or	as	determined	in	consultation	
with	the	appropriate	agencies.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	that	leads	to	an	adverse	modification	of	its	habitat.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	BIO‐3:	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	direct	impacts	
to	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	designated	critical	habitat.		Mitigation	is	proposed	by	the	alternative	
to	 compensate	 for	 impacts	 to	native	 chaparral	vegetation,	which	 is	potentially	 suitable	habitat	 for	
coastal	California	gnatcatcher.		The	establishment	and/or	enhancement	of	this	vegetation	community	
would	result	in	a	net	gain	of	habitat	for	this	species.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	
occur	to	designated	critical	habitat.			

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	 includes	approximately	133.2	acres	of	designated	critical	habitat	 for	
the	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 (see	 Figure	 4.4‐10),	 of	which	 approximately	 44.2	 acres	 is	 proposed	 for	
impacts.		The	remaining	designated	critical	habitat	not	proposed	for	impacts	(approximately	89	acres)	could	
be	 available	 for	 on‐site	 preservation.	 	 Designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	
southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	and	San	Diego	ambrosia	does	not	occur	on	site,	but	occurs	between	1.2	and	
2.4	miles	from	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	along	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	proposes	mitigation	 to	 compensate	 for	 impacts	 to	native	vegetation	
that	 is	potentially	suitable	habitat	 for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	 including	chaparral	at	a	minimum	1:1	
ratio	totaling	approximately	216.1	acres	(see	Impact	Statement	Gopher	BIO‐2).		This	would	provide	a	no	net	
loss	of	potential	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	habitat,	and	would	be	equivalent	to	a	net	gain	of	172.1	acres	
to	 compensate	 for	 impacts	 to	 44	 acres	 of	 designated	 critical	 habitat.	 	 Therefore,	 with	 this	mitigation,	 no	
significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	to	designated	critical	habitat	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	mitigation	measure	 outlined	 in	 Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 BIO‐2,	 the	 Gopher	
Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 designated	 critical	 habitat.	 	No	
additional	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	permanent	disturbance	of	wildlife	movement	or	disruption	for	an	extended	period	that	would	lead	
to	a	disruption	in	gene	flow.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	BIO‐4:	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	 is	not	within	any	 identified	
regional	wildlife	linkage.		However,	since	the	alternative	would	result	in	development	throughout	the	
site,	including	impacts	to	the	majority	of	the	on‐site	watercourses,	it	could	result	in	disruption	over	a	
minimum	23‐year	period	 to	 local	wildlife	movement.	 	Therefore,	 significant	adverse	effects	would	
occur	as	a	result	of	the	alternative.							

Based	 on	 the	 South	 Coast	 Missing	 Linkages	 study,	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 is	 not	 within	 a	
regional	linkage.		Based	on	aerial	imagery,	the	Gopher	Canyon		Road	Alternative	site	appears	to	be	somewhat	
constrained	for	north‐south	local	and	subregional	wildlife	movement	by	existing	off	site	development	to	the	
east	and	west	 that	 creates	an	existing	corridor	 for	wildlife	movement	 that	 is	approximately	 .75	mile	wide	
across	the	property.		Residential	development	is	located	adjacent	to	east	and	west	of	the	alternative	site.		In	
addition,	an	active	quarry	is	located	to	the	southeast	of	the	site.		However,	wildlife	movement	may	currently	
occur	between	undeveloped	areas	 in	 the	north	and	undeveloped	areas	 to	 the	 south	within	existing	mixed	
chaparral	scrub	habitat	and	along	a	stream	course	supporting	riparian	habitat,	and	at	least	an	intermittent	
stream	 with	 wetlands,	 extending	 from	 the	 southern	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 to	 the	 northeast	 boundary.	 	 The	
footprint	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	further	constrain	north‐south	movement	across	the	
property	by	eliminating	approximately	0.5	mile	from	the	corridor’s	width.		Moreover,	the	alternative	would	
break	the	corridor	into	two	halves	with	widths	of	less	than	300	feet,	and	no	other	viable	corridors	occur	in	
the	vicinity	 (See	Figure	4.4‐10.)	 	Because	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 the	site	 functions	as	a	north‐south	 local	and	sub‐
regional	 wildlife	 corridor,	 and	 this	 alternative	 cannot	 be	 redesigned	 to	 allow	 for	 continued	 wildlife	
movement,	it	would	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

Mitigation Measures 

As	 a	 redesign	 of	 the	 landfill	 would	 not	 be	 feasible	 and	 wildlife	 movement	 would	 likely	 be	 impeded,	 the	
Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 to	 a	 wildlife	 corridor.	 	 No	
mitigation	measures	are	considered	feasible.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	indirect	impacts	on	a	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	leading	to	a	jeopardy	opinion	for	one	
or	more	species.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	BIO‐5:	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	could	result	in	direct	and/or	
indirect	 impacts	 to	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher,	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 southwestern	
willow	 flycatcher,	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly,	San	Diego	ambrosia,	and	San	Diego	 thorn	mint.	 	To	
compensate	for	these	impacts,	the	alternative	would	require	mitigation	for	these	species.		Surveys	of	
the	site	would	be	required	 to	determine	 if	 these	and	any	additional	state‐	or	 federal‐listed	species	
are	present.	

As	outlined	in	Impact	Statement	Gopher	BIO‐3,	the	site	 is	mapped	as	designated	critical	habitat	 for	coastal	
California	 gnatcatcher,	 and	 therefore	has	 the	potential	 to	 support	 this	 species	 on	 site.	 	Designated	 critical	
habitat	 for	 arroyo	 toad,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher,	 and	 San	 Diego	 ambrosia	 also	
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occurs	between	one	and	two	miles	from	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	and	potentially	suitable	habitat	
for	 these	species	occurs	on	 the	site.	 	Although	none	of	 these	species	have	been	documented	by	CNDDB	as	
occurring	 on	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 site,	 at	 least	 one	 is	 known	 to	 occur	 in	 the	 vicinity,	 in	
particular	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo.	 	 Two	 other	 federally‐	 and	 state‐	 listed	 species	 are	 documented	 by	 CNDDB	 as	
occurring	in	the	vicinity	of	the	site,	including	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly	and	San	Diego	thorn	mint.		Focused	
surveys	would	be	required	on	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	to	confirm	the	presence	or	absence	
of	these	species	and	the	extent	of	their	habitat,	and	identify	potential	direct	or	indirect	impacts	based	on	the	
survey	results.		Direct	or	indirect	impacts	to	these	species	would	require	mitigation.		Any	required	mitigation	
is	anticipated	to	be	comparable	to	the	design	features	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		If	any	other	
state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	are	observed	during	focused	surveys,	additional	mitigation	may	be	required.		
Potential	impacts	per	species	are	summarized	below.	

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Potential	 impacts	 to	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 could	 include	 both	 direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts,	 if	 this	
species	 is	 determined	 present	 on	 the	 site.	 	 Direct	 impacts	 include	 loss	 of	 individuals	 from	 construction	
activities,	and	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	(see	Impact	Statement	Gopher	BIO‐3).		Mitigation	would	be	
required	 to	 avoid	 loss	 of	 individuals,	 specifically	 clearing	 habitat	 outside	 the	 breeding	 season.	 	 Indirect	
impacts	 to	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 could	 occur	 from	 predator	 species,	 invasive	 plant	 species,	 and	
increased	noise,	as	discussed	below.	

 Predator	 Species:	 Predators	 such	 as	 gulls,	 ravens,	 crows	 and	 raccoons	 may	 be	 attracted	 to	 the	
landfill	 from	 waste.	 	 This	 impact	 would	 be	 addressed	 through	 the	 design	 features	 discussed	 in	
subsection	4.4.6.2	above,	including	litter	control	and	vector	control.			

 Invasive	 Plant	 Species:	 Invasive	 non‐native	 plant	 species	 may	 colonize	 native	 vegetation	
communities	through	dumping	of	green	waste.		This	could	lead	to	native	species	being	outcompeted,	
which	 would	 reduce	 the	 availability	 of	 remaining	 habitat	 on	 the	 site	 for	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher.	 	This	 impact	would	be	addressed	 through	 the	design	 features	discussed	 in	subsection	
4.4.6.2	above,	including	appropriate	green	waste	disposal.			

 Increased	Noise:	Since	birds	are	dependent	upon	sound	for	communication	and	can	be	sensitive	to	
noise,	noise	associated	with	the	construction	and	landfill	operations	could	have	a	permanent	indirect	
effect	on	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	during	their	breeding	season	(reduced	fitness).	 	This	impact	
would	require	mitigation	to	reduce	noise	 impacts,	such	as	operational	changes,	noise	barriers,	and	
monitoring	to	ensure	noise	levels	are	maintained.		A	proposed	mitigation	measure	is	outlined	below.	

Arroyo Toad 

Potential	impacts	to	arroyo	toad	could	include	both	direct	and	indirect	impacts,	if	this	species	is	determined	
present	on	the	site.	 	Direct	impacts	include	loss	of	arroyo	toad	individuals	from	construction	activities,	and	
loss	of	breeding	and	upland	habitat.		Mitigation	measures	would	be	required	to	avoid	loss	of	individuals	and	
habitat,	 including	exclusion	 fencing	 to	prevent	 toads	within	 the	construction	area,	and	replacement	of	any	
impacted	habitat,	as	outlined	below	under	mitigation	measures.		Indirect	impacts	to	arroyo	toad	could	occur	
through	decreased	water	quality,	predators,	invasive	non‐native	plant	species,	nighttime	lighting,	and	noise,	
as	described	below.			
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 Decreased	water	quality:	Water	quality	could	be	affected	from	toxic	pollutants	in	runoff	associated	
with	 the	Gopher	 Canyon	Road	Alternative	 that	 could	 lead	 to	 toad	mortality.	 	 It	 is	 anticipated	 that	
water	quality	would	be	mitigated	 through	required	compliance	with	existing	regulations	 for	water	
quality	standards,	thereby	avoiding	impacts	to	arroyo	toad.			

 Predator	 Species:	 Predators	 such	 as	 gulls,	 ravens,	 crows	 and	 raccoons	 may	 be	 attracted	 to	 the	
landfill	 from	 waste.	 	 This	 impact	 would	 be	 addressed	 through	 the	 design	 features	 discussed	 in	
subsection	4.4.6.2	above,	including	litter	control	and	vector	control.			

 Invasive	 Plant	 Species:	 Invasive	 non‐native	 plant	 species	 may	 colonize	 native	 vegetation	
communities	through	dumping	of	green	waste.		This	could	lead	to	native	species	being	outcompeted,	
which	would	 reduce	 the	 availability	 of	 remaining	habitat	 on	 the	 site	 for	 arroyo	 toad.	 	 This	 impact	
would	 be	 addressed	 through	 the	 design	 features	 discussed	 in	 subsection	 4.4.6.2	 above,	 including	
appropriate	green	waste	disposal.			

 Nighttime	Lighting:	Artificial	 light	may	affect	breeding	 individuals	of	arroyo	toad	as	 it	may	mimic	
the	illumination	of	a	full	moon,	which	arroyo	toads	are	thought	to	avoid	during	breeding.		This	impact	
would	be	addressed	through	the	design	feature	discussed	in	subsection	4.4.6.2	above,	namely	the	use	
of	shielded	lighting	for	security	purposes	only.			

 Increased	Noise:	Noise	 from	 construction	 and	 landfill	 operations	may	 result	 in	 calling	males	 not	
being	 heard	 by	 breeding	 females,	 resulting	 in	 decreased	mating	 during	 the	 breeding	 season.	 	 The	
toads	usually	call	during	the	evening	and	night,	but	may	also	call	during	daylight	hours	at	the	peak	of	
the	 breeding	 season.	 	 Measures	 to	 address	 impacts	 from	 increased	 noise	 to	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	
southwestern	willow	flycatcher	are	described	below	and	are	also	expected	to	avoid	noise	impacts	to	
arroyo	toads.	

Least Bell’s Vireo and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher  

Potential	 impacts	 to	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher	 could	 include	 both	 direct	 and	
indirect	impacts,	 if	this	species	is	determined	present	on	the	site.	 	Direct	impacts	include	loss	of	 individual	
birds	from	construction	activities	and	loss	of	habitat;	impacts	and	mitigation	for	riparian	habitat	is	discussed	
in	 Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 BIO‐2.	 	 Mitigation	 would	 be	 required	 to	 avoid	 loss	 of	 individuals,	 including	
limiting	construction	to	outside	the	breeding	season,	as	outlined	below	under	mitigation	measures.		Indirect	
impacts	 to	 these	 species	 could	 occur	 through	 invasive	 non‐native	 plant	 species	 and	 noise,	 as	 described	
below.			

 Invasive	Plant	 Species:	 Non‐native,	 weedy	 species	may	 out‐compete	 and	 exclude	 native	 species,	
potentially	altering	the	structure	of	the	vegetation,	degrading	or	eliminating	habitat	used	by	the	least	
Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	and	providing	food	and	cover	for	undesirable	non‐
native	animals.		This	impact	would	be	addressed	through	the	design	features	discussed	in	subsection	
4.4.6.2	 above,	 including	 appropriate	 green	waste	 disposal	 to	 avoid	 introducing	 invasive	 species	 to	
native	habitat	areas.			

 Noise:	The	 landfill	would	result	 in	 increased	noise	 from	construction	and	operational	noise.	 	Since	
birds	are	dependent	upon	sound	for	communication	and	can	be	sensitive	to	noise,	noise	associated	
with	 the	 landfill	 could	 have	 a	 permanent	 indirect	 effect	 on	 least	 Bell’s	 vireos	 and	 southwestern	
willow	 flycatcher	 during	 their	 breeding	 season	 (reduced	 fitness).	 	 This	 impact	 would	 require	
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mitigation	 to	 reduce	 noise	 impacts,	 such	 as	 limiting	 construction	 during	 the	 breeding	 season,	
providing	 a	 buffer	 between	 construction	 and	 suitable	 habitat	 areas,	 and	 noise	 monitoring/noise	
barriers	to	ensure	noise	levels	below	60	dBA	Leq	are	maintained.			

Quino checkerspot butterfly, San Diego Ambrosia, and San Diego thorn mint 

Quino	 checkerspot	 butterfly,	 San	 Diego	 ambrosia,	 and	 San	 Diego	 thorn	 mint	 are	 known	 to	 occur	 in	 the	
vicinity	of	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	based	on	CNDDB.	 	Potentially	suitable	habitat,	namely	
chaparral,	 is	present	on	the	alternative	site	based	on	aerial	 imagery.	 	However,	to	confirm	the	presence	or	
absence	 of	 habitat	 for	 these	 species	 on	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	Road	 alternative	 site,	 species‐specific	 surveys	
would	be	required	including	habitat	assessments	and	protocol	surveys,	 if	suitable	habitat	 is	present.	 	Until	
the	 location	 of	 any	 occupied	 habitat	 is	 determined,	 potential	 impacts	 and	mitigation	measures	 cannot	 be	
analyzed.	 	 Furthermore,	 these	 species	were	 not	 present	 on	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site	 and	
mitigation	measures	 consistent	with	 the	design	 features	 for	 that	alternative	 cannot	be	assumed	as	 for	 the	
coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	arroyo	toad,	least	Bell’s	vireo,	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher.		Once	the	
surveys	are	complete,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	need	to	consider	the	feasibility	of	avoiding	
any	species	and/or	habitats	observed.		If	avoidance	is	not	feasible,	mitigation	would	be	required	that	could	
comprise	chaparral	habitat	mitigation	consistent	with	that	proposed	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher.		For	
the	plant	species,	mitigation	could	comprise	reestablishing	the	population	either	on	site	or	off	site	through	
transplanting	or	seeding,	if	feasible,	or	through	off	site	preservation	or	enhancement.	

Other Species  

Based	on	a	review	of	the	CNDDB,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	is	not	known	to	support	any	unique	or	
rare	 species	 other	 than	 the	 Parry’s	 tetracoccus	 sensitive	 plant	 identified	 under	 Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	
BIO‐3.		However,	since	no	known	current	surveys	of	the	site	have	been	conducted,	an	on‐foot	survey	of	the	
site	 would	 be	 required	 to	 confirm	 the	 presence	 or	 absence	 of	 unique	 or	 rare	 species	 under	 present	
conditions.		If	any	unique	or	rare	species	are	observed	on	the	site,	and	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	
would	affect	the	species’	long	term‐viability,	avoidance	and/or	mitigation	would	be	required.		The	feasibility	
of	 full	 or	 partial	 avoidance,	 and/or	 the	 identification	 of	 appropriate	mitigation,	 could	 only	 be	 determined	
based	 on	 the	 results	 of	 the	 site	 surveys.	 	 Through	 avoidance	 and/or	 implementation	 of	 mitigation,	 no	
significantly	adverse	effect	 to	any	unique	or	 rare	species	 is	anticipated	 to	occur.	 	However,	 this	 cannot	be	
conclusively	determined	until	specific	impacts	are	identified.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measures	proposed	below,	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	
would	not	significantly	impact	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	or	their	habitats.		Surveys	of	the	site	would	be	
required	 to	 determine	 if	 any	 additional	 state‐	 or	 federal‐listed	 species	 are	 present	 and,	 if	 observed,	may	
require	additional	mitigation.	

Coastal California Gnatcatcher Mitigation (if this species is determined present on site) 

MM	 Gopher	 Bio‐6:	 Removal	 of	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 habitat	 shall	 occur	 outside	 the	
breeding	season	(March	15	to	June	30)	to	avoid	direct	loss	of	individual	birds.	
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A	mitigation	measure	for	noise	is	proposed	under	MM	Gopher	Bio‐11	below.	

Arroyo Toad Mitigation (if arroyo toad is determined present on site) 

MM	Gopher	Bio‐7:	Impacts	to	arroyo	toad	habitat	shall	be	mitigated	through	on	site	establishment	
or	enhancement	at	a	minimum	4:1	ratio	through	on	site	and/or	off	site	acquisition	of	in‐
kind	habitat.		Off	site	acquisition	shall	only	occur	if	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	
is	determined	infeasible,	or	insufficient	acreage	is	available	on	site.	 	Off	site	acquisitions	
may	occur	either	through	a	direct	purchase	or	through	mitigation	credits	from	a	habitat	
manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on‐site	or	off	site	areas	shall	be	
preserved	in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	or	concurrent	
with	 the	 first	 construction	 that	 impacts	 arroyo	 toad	 habitat,	 or	 as	 determined	 in	
consultation	with	the	appropriate	agencies.	

MM	Gopher	Bio‐8:	 To	 avoid	 direct	 impacts	 to	 arroyo	 toad,	 the	 construction	 zone	 shall	 be	 fenced	
with	exclusion	fencing	prior	to	construction	along	areas	known	to	be	occupied	by	arroyo	
toad,	to	prevent	toad	access	to	the	construction	zone.	 	The	fencing	shall	be	a	silt‐screen	
type	barrier	comprised	of	a	minimum	24‐inch	high	fence	with	the	remainder	(minimum	
12	inches)	anchored	firmly	against	the	ground.		The	fence	may	be	buried	if	necessary	to	
exclude	 toad	 access.	 	 The	 fence	 locations	 shall	 be	 identified	 by	 a	 qualified	 biologist	
permitted	by	USFWS	 to	 handle	 arroyo	 toads	 and	 adjusted	 as	necessary.	 	 The	 exclusion	
fencing	 shall	 be	 monitored	 daily	 by	 the	 permitted	 biologist	 following	 installation,	 and	
maintained	in	its	original	conditions	by	construction	personnel	for	the	entire	length	of	the	
construction	 period.	 	 Any	 toads	 found	 shall	 be	 relocated	 by	 the	 permitted	 biologist	 to	
appropriate	similar	habitat	outside	 the	construction	 impact	areas.	 	The	 fencing	shall	be	
removed	once	construction	is	complete.	

Least  Bell’s  Vireo  and  Southwestern Willow  Flycatcher Mitigation  (if  either  of  these  species  is 

determined present on site) 

MM	 Gopher	 Bio‐9:	 Construction	 adjacent	 to	 any	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 southwestern	 willow	
flycatcher	habitat	shall	only	occur	outside	the	breeding	season	(i.e.,	between	September	
16	 and	March	 14)	 unless	 daily	monitoring	 by	 a	 qualified	 biologist	 during	 the	 breeding	
season	 (i.e.,	 March	 15	 to	 September	 15)	 determines	 that	 these	 species	 have	 not	 yet	
arrived	on	site,	or	have	migrated	out	of	the	area	early,	or	if	noise	levels	are	below	60	dBA	
Leq	as	outlined	in	MM	Gopher	Bio‐11.	

MM	Gopher	Bio‐10:	A	biological	buffer	of	at	 least	100	 feet	 from	any	occupied	 least	Bell’s	vireo	or	
southwestern	willow	flycatcher	habitat	shall	be	provided.	

MM	Gopher	Bio‐11:	Daily	noise	monitoring	shall	be	conducted	by	a	qualified	acoustician	between	
March	 15	 and	 September	 15	 during	 initial	 construction	 or	 landfill	 operations	 to	 verify	
that	 noise	 levels	 are	 below	 60	 dBA	 Leq	 in	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 southwestern	 willow	
flycatcher	habitat,	 and	between	March	15	and	 June	30	 in	 coastal	California	gnatcatcher	
habitat.	 	 If	 the	60	dBA	Leq	 is	exceeded,	 the	acoustician	shall	work	with	 the	construction	
contractor	to	make	operational	changes	and/or	barriers	designed	by	the	acoustician	shall	
be	 installed	prior	 to	March	15	or	 immediately	 if	 during	 the	breeding	 season,	 to	 reduce	
noise	levels	during	the	breeding	season.	 	Weekly	noise	monitoring	shall	occur	following	
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operational	 changes	 and/or	 installation	 of	 barriers	 to	 ensure	 their	 effectiveness.	 	 If	
ineffective,	 the	 acoustician	 shall	 work	 with	 the	 construction	 contractor	 to	 make	
additional	operational	changes	or	to	install	other	barriers	that	would	reduce	noise	levels	
to	less	than	60	dBA	Leq.			

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	 indirect	 impacts	on	golden	eagle	nesting	and	 foraging	habitats	that	has	the	potential	to	
affect	the	species’	long‐term	viability.	

Golden	 eagles	 are	 not	 known	 to	 occur	 on	 or	 near	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative.	 	 Therefore,	 this	
criterion	does	not	apply.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	conflict	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	BIO‐6:	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	be	required	to	consider	
the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 biological	 resource	 guidelines	 and	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan	 pending	 its	
approval.	 	 	Therefore,	it	is	anticipated	that	no	conflicts	would	occur	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐
regional	conservation	goals.	

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 be	 required	 to	 consider	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 biological	
guidelines	 and	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan.	 	 An	 outline	 of	 the	 alternative’s	 proposed	 compliance	with	 these	
guidelines	is	provided	below.		The	Section	4(d)/NCCP	Program	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	would	not	
apply	to	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	due	to	the	absence	of	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	on	the	site.	

County of San Diego Guidelines 

As	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	Update	EIR,	the	County	of	San	Diego	has	established	policies	and	mitigation	
measures	pertaining	to	the	protection	of	special	status	species,	riparian	habitats	and	other	sensitive	natural	
communities,	 jurisdictional	wetland	waters	of	 the	U.S.,	and	wildlife	movement	corridors	and	nursery	sites.		
These	 are	 further	 described	 in	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	Guidelines	 for	Determining	 Significance74	 and	 are	
covered	in	the	evaluation	criteria	already	assessed	above	(Impact	Statements	Gopher	BIO‐1	through	BIO‐5).		
With	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	mitigation	measures	 identified	 in	 Impact	 Statements	 Gopher	 BIO‐1	
through	 Gopher	 BIO‐5,	 it	 is	 not	 anticipated	 that	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	
significant	adverse	effects	to	any	resources	outlined	in	the	County	of	San	Diego	Guidelines.	

Draft North County Plan 

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	avoids	existing	resources	identified	by	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	as	
requiring	 avoidance	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 feasible,	 and	 includes	 mitigation	 measures	 to	 compensate	 for	
unavoidable	 impacts	 as	 discussed	 in	 Impact	 Statements	 Gopher	 BIO‐1	 through	 BIO‐5.	 	 The	 alternative	 is	
primarily	within	the	PAMA	and	could	potentially	contribute	to	the	preserve	through	conservation	of	habitats	
not	 proposed	 for	 impacts	 on	 the	 site,	 including	 approximately	 0.7	 acre	 of	 live	 oak/sycamore	 riparian	

																																																													
74		 County	 of	 San	Diego.	 	 2007.	 Guidelines	 for	Determining	 Significance,	 Biological	 Resources.	 Land	Use	 and	 Environmental	 Group,	

Department	of	Planning	and	Land	Use,	Department	of	Public	Works.	
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woodland	and	214	acres	of	mixed	chaparral	(see	Impact	Statement	Gopher	BIO‐2).		The	mitigation	measures	
proposed	 by	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 comply	 with	 the	 mitigation	 ratios	 for	 Tier	 I	 vegetation	
communities	 (e.g.,	 live	oak/sycamore	 riparian	woodland	and	 riparian	habitats)	and	 the	Tier	 III	vegetation	
communities	 (e.g.,	mixed	 chaparral)	 outlined	 in	 the	Draft	North	County	Plan	within	 the	PAMA.	 	However,	
unlike	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 impact	 areas	
mapped	as	preserve	in	the	Draft	North	County	Plan.		One	small	area	is	mapped	as	a	preserve	in	the	northern	
portion	 of	 the	 site,	 in	 addition	 to	 two	 other	 small	 preserve	 areas	 mapped	 in	 approximately	 the	 central	
portion	of	the	site.		The	northern	mapped	preserve	area	appears	to	be	proposed	by	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative	as	undeveloped	area	 in	addition	 to	 three	ancillary	 facilities/basins/tanks/flares;	 the	other	 two	
mapped	 preserve	 areas	 are	within	 the	 proposed	 limit	 of	 grading	 for	 the	 landfill.	 	 The	 undeveloped	 areas	
proposed	by	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	may	compensate	for	the	loss	of	the	two	small	preserve	
areas;	however,	this	would	likely	require	approval	from	the	County	of	San	Diego	following	an	analysis	of	the	
functions	and	values	of	the	proposed	impact	and	preservation	areas.		Two	additional	small	areas	are	mapped	
as	being	outside	the	PAMA	and	as	a	Special	Districts	area;	both	are	approximately	located	along	the	eastern‐
central	boundary	and	appear	to	be	within	an	area	not	proposed	for	development	by	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative.		Since	the	alternative	would	require	approval	from	the	County	of	San	Diego,	compliance	with	the	
Draft	North	County	Plan	is	assumed,	and	therefore	no	significant	adverse	effects	to	proposed	preserve	areas	
would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	 mitigation	 measures	 for	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	
described	 in	 Impact	 Statements	 Gopher	 BIO‐1	 through	 Gopher	 BIO‐5,	 and	 approvals	 required	 from	 the	
County	of	San	Diego,	the	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	long‐term	regional	or	
sub‐regional	conservation	goals.		No	additional	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

4.4.7  MERRIAM MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE 

4.4.7.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	is	located	in	northern	San	Diego	County;	its	northeastern	corner	borders	
the	I‐15	and	it	is	located	approximately	1.7	miles	south	of	Gopher	Canyon	Road.		The	terrain	in	the	region	is	
highly	varied	including	ridgelines	with	moderate	to	steep	slopes	and	narrow	valleys.		The	notable	drainage	
feature	in	the	region	is	Gopher	Canyon	to	the	north	of	the	site.		Nearby	communities	are	Hidden	Meadows	to	
the	east	and	San	Marcos	to	the	south.		

Local Setting 

This	alternative	encompasses	an	area	of	approximately	552.5	acres	 that	appears	 to	be	 largely	vacant	 land	
supporting	native	vegetation	and	limited	areas	of	disturbance.		Based	on	aerial	imagery	and	observations	of	
the	surrounding	vicinity,	major	vegetation	types	and	their	approximate	coverage	on	the	site	include	mixed	
chaparral	(537.4	acres),	coast	live	oak	riparian	woodland	(4.1	acres),	and	disturbed	(11.1	acres),	as	shown	in	
Figure	4.4‐12,	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	‐	Existing	Conditions	and	Impacts.		The	estimated	dominance	of	
mixed	 chaparral	 is	 consistent	with	 the	 vegetation	 communities	 on	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 site	
described	in	the	2009	EIR	for	the	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan.		It	is	also	estimated	that	this	alternative	
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site	supports	1.6	acres	(21,904	linear	feet)	of	potential	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	that	may	be	regulated	
by	 the	USACE.	 	 Additionally,	 portions	 of	 these	 drainages	 appear	 to	 exclusively	 support	 the	 coast	 live	 oak	
(riparian)	woodland	that	may	be	regulated	by	the	CDFG.		Consequently,	there	are	approximately	4.1	acres	of	
potential	CDFG	jurisdiction.	

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	includes	approximately	416.4	acres	of	designated	critical	habitat	for	the	
coastal	California	gnatcatcher	(see	Figure	4.4‐13,	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	‐	USFWS	Designated	Critical	
Habitats).	 	However,	 considering	all	 PCEs	 for	 the	gnatcatcher	 (i.e.,	 breeding	habitat	 and	dispersal	habitat)	
and	based	on	the	estimated	vegetation	cover,	the	site	may	encompass	approximately	541.5	acres	of	habitats	
that	 support	 one	 or	 more	 of	 the	 PCEs	 for	 the	 species.	 	 Although	 there	 are	 no	 CNDDB	 documented	
occurrences	of	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	on	the	site,	the	species	is	known	to	occur	in	the	area.		Coastal	
California	 gnatcatcher	was	 observed	 during	 surveys	 for	 the	 2009	 EIR	Merriam	Mountains	 Specific	 Plan.75		
Based	 on	 the	mapping	 provided	 in	 the	 2009	 EIR	 for	 the	Merriam	Mountains	 Specific	 Plan,	 it	 appears	 the	
observed	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 was	 located	 south	 of	 the	 southern	 boundary	 of	 the	 Merriam	
Mountain	Alternative	site	along	the	I‐15	freeway.		Consideration	is	also	necessary	for	several	other	federal‐	
and	state‐listed	sensitive	species	 for	which	their	presence	cannot	be	ruled	out,	 including	species	observed	
within	 the	 Merriam	 Mountains	 Specific	 Plan,	 and	 species	 with	 potential	 to	 occur	 on	 site	 due	 to	 known	
occurrences	 in	 the	vicinity	based	on	CNDDB	occurrences	and	potentially	 suitable	habitat	on	 the	 site.	 	The	
observed	 sensitive	 species	 and	 sensitive	 species	 with	 a	 potential	 to	 occur	 on	 site	 are	 listed	 below.	
Consideration	is	not	necessary	for	a	sensitive	natural	plant	community	known	to	occur	in	the	area	but	not	
anticipated	 on	 site	 based	 on	 the	 aerial	 imagery	 and	 the	 Merriam	 Mountains	 Specific	 Plan	 EIR,	 namely	
southern	riparian	scrub.			

Species Observed Within the Merriam Mountains Specific Plan 

 Coastal	California	gnatcatcher	(FT,	SE,	CS)	

 Red‐diamond	rattlesnake	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	*	

 Summer	holly	(CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	CS)*	

 Engelmann	oak	(CRPR	4.2,	CS)	

 Ramona	horkelia	(CRPR	1B.3,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A)	

 San	Diego	desert	woodrat	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2)	

 Belding’s	 orange‐throated	 whiptail	 (Aspidoscelis	 hyperythrus	 beldingi/SSC,	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	
Group	2,	CS)	

 Coast	horned	lizard	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Coastal	whiptail	(Aspidoscelis	tigris	stejnegeri/County	of	San	Diego	Group	2)	

 Southern	mule	deer	(Odocoileus	hemionus/County	of	San	Diego	Group	2)	

Based	 on	 mapping	 provided	 in	 the	 2009	 Merriam	Mountains	 Specific	 Plan	 EIR,	 it	 appears	 that	 both	 the	
summer	holly	and	red‐diamond	rattlesnake	were	observed	on	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site.	

																																																													
75		 The	2009	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan	EIR	was	for	a	mixed	use	development	in	an	area	of	2,000+	acres.		The	Merriam	Mountain	

Alternative	is	within	the	Specific	Plan	area.	
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Species With Potential to Occur On Site 

 American	badger	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Coronado	Island	skink	[SSC]	

 Parry’s	tetracoccus	(CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	NES)	

 Ramona	horkelia	(Horkelia	truncata/CRPR	1B.3,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,)	

 Coast	horned	lizard	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Felt‐leaved	monardella	(CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	CS)	

 Least	Bell’s	vireo	(FE,	SE,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 Orangethroat	whiptail	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Southern	California	rufous‐crowned	sparrow	(CDFG	Watch	List,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	–	
mapped	on	the	site	by	CNDDB.	

Based	on	the	CNDDB,	 it	appears	that	the	southern	California	rufous‐crowned	sparrow	was	mapped	on	the	
Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site.	

4.4.7.2  Design Features 

As	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	be	conditioned	with	
design	 features	 that	 would	 avoid,	 minimize,	 and	 compensate	 for	 adverse	 effects	 on	 significant	 biological	
resources	 and	 systems.	 	 Likely,	 these	 would	 include	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	 as	 applicable,	 including	 general	 measures	 such	 as:	 slow	 traffic	 speeds	 to	 reduce	 potential	
impacts	 to	 wildlife;	 use	 of	 low	 impact,	 focused	 and	 shielded	 lighting	 for	 security	 only	 to	 avoid	 indirect	
impacts	to	habitat	areas;	vector	control	measures	to	prevent	nuisance	species	being	attracted	to	the	landfill	
and	predating	native	species;	litter	control	and	removal	to	avoid	attracting	nuisance	species	and	introducing	
invasive	plant	species	through	dumping	of	green	waste;	and	educating	construction	personnel	about	access	
restrictions	to	areas	where	special‐status	species	and	habitats	are	present.		

Mitigation	measures	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	impacts	to	natural	plant	communities	or	to	avoid	
and	minimize	 impacts	 to	 threatened	or	endangered	species.	 	 In	order	 to	 identify	 impacts	 to	 threatened	or	
endangered	species	with	the	potential	to	occur	on	site	focused	surveys	would	be	required.		If	the	presence	of	
any	 threatened	 or	 endangered	 species	 is	 confirmed	 through	 the	 surveys,	 species‐specific	 mitigation	
measures	to	avoid,	minimize,	or	compensate	for	adverse	effects	on	these	species	would	be	required	for	the	
Merriam	Mountain	Alternative.	 	As	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 these	could	 include,	but	not	
necessarily	be	 limited	 to:	 seasonal	 restrictions	on	certain	construction	activities;	 installation	of	 temporary	
sound	barriers;	noise	monitoring	in	sensitive	habitat	areas;	capture	and	relocation	of	animals		

through	pre‐construction	surveys;	temporary	exclusion	fencing	for	certain	species;	and	an	HLP	issued	by	the	
County	of	 San	Diego	or	a	Section	7	 consultation	with	 the	USFWS	due	 to	 the	 coastal	California	gnatcatcher	
designated	 critical	 habitat	 mapped	 on	 site.	 	 Further	 analysis	 of	 potential	 mitigation	 measures	 for	 the	
Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	is	provided	in	subsection	4.4.7.3	below.	
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4.4.7.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a:		

o Substantial	loss	of	functions	and	services	of	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.;	and/or	

o Substantial	adverse	 construction	 impacts	within	 jurisdictional	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 through	
temporary	removal,	filling,	hydrological	 interruption,	 loss	of	functions	or	services,	or	other	
means.			

Impact	 Statement	 Merriam	 BIO‐1:	 	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 supports	 potential	 non‐
wetland	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	associated	with	tributaries	in	the	Moosa	Canyon	watershed,	
and	no	potential	wetlands,	subject	to	an	AJD	from	USACE.		Based	on	this,	the	alternative	may	result	in	
permanent	 impacts	 to	 1.2	 acres	 of	 potential	 jurisdictional	 non‐wetland	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 	 No	
temporary	 impacts	 to	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 are	 anticipated	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Merriam	
Mountain	Alternative.	 	Direct	and/or	indirect	permanent	impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	
would	be	addressed	through	compliance	with	existing	regulations	including	water	quality	standards	
and	the	no‐net‐loss	policy	of	the	CWA,	subject	to	approval	and	regulatory	permitting	from	the	USACE	
and	 RWQCB.	 	 A	 compensatory	 mitigation	 plan	 would	 also	 be	 required	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	
Mitigation	Rule76.	 	With	the	proposed	mitigation	measure	and	compliance	with	existing	regulations,	
the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

Based	on	the	aerial	analysis	of	the	site,	and	subject	to	an	AJD	from	USACE,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
supports	1.5	acres	of	potential	jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.	associated	with	tributaries	in	the	
Moosa	Canyon	watershed.	 	Based	on	 this,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	may	permanently	 impact	1.2	
acres	(16,185	linear	feet)	of	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.		The	primary	tributary	is	located	in	the	northern	
portion	of	the	site	and	would	be	impacted	as	a	result	of	the	landfill	footprint,	in	addition	to	a	small	portion	
from	the	ancillary	facilities/basins/tanks/flares	(see	Figure	4.4‐12).		A	tributary	was	also	mapped	extending	
south	of	the	primary	tributary	that	would	be	impacted	by	the	landfill	footprint,	although	this	tributary	does	
not	appear	to	be	mapped	in	the	2009	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan	EIR.		A	small	portion	of	a	tributary	in	
the	 northeastern	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 would	 also	 be	 impacted	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 ancillary	
facilities/basins/tanks/flares.	 	 These	 impacts	 represent	 approximately	 80	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 acreage	 of	
potential	jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.	on	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site.		This	may	
represent	 an	 over‐estimation	 since,	 as	 mentioned	 above,	 the	 tributary	 extending	 south	 of	 the	 primary	
tributary	was	not	mapped	in	the	2009	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan	EIR.	 	The	tributaries	proposed	for	
impacts	 are	 potentially	 sensitive	 habitat	 areas	 vegetated	 with	 mixed	 chaparral,	 in	 addition	 to	 live	 oak	
riparian	woodland	in	the	primary	tributary.			

Based	 on	 observations	 from	 the	 site	 boundaries,	 aerial	 imagery,	 and	 the	 2009	 EIR	 for	 the	 Merriam	
Mountains	Specific	Plan,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	does	not	support	any	potential	wetland	features.		
However,	this	would	need	to	be	confirmed	by	conducting	an	on‐foot	field	study	of	the	site.		The	2009	EIR	for	
the	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan	mapped	approximately	0.1	acre	of	USACE	wetlands	(freshwater	marsh)	
in	 the	 northwestern	 quadrant	 of	 the	 specific	 plan	 area	 within	 the	 South	 Fork	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Tributary.		
However,	this	area	is	outside	the	boundary	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	to	the	west.			
																																																													
76	 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
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Indirect	 impacts	 to	potential	non‐wetland	 jurisdictional	waters	of	 the	U.S.	 could	also	occur	 to	 the	avoided	
portions	 of	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 from	 runoff	 flows	 or	 sediment	 affecting	 water	 quality.	 	 This	
impact	would	be	addressed	by	 treating	any	 runoff	 flows	and	preventing	 sedimentation	pursuant	 to	water	
quality	standards	required	through	existing	regulations,	which	typically	involve	preparation	of	a	SWPPP.		No	
temporary	 impacts	 to	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 are	 anticipated	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative.					

Direct	 and/or	 indirect	 permanent	 impacts	 to	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 would	 require	 regulatory	
approval	 and	 permitting	 from	 the	 USACE	 and	 RWQCB	 pursuant	 to	 Sections	 404	 and	 401	 of	 the	 CWA,	
respectively,	 including	mitigation	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	and	compliance	with	33	CFR	Parts	325	and	332	
(herein	referred	to	as	the	“Mitigation	Rule”).77		The	amount	of	compensatory	mitigation	would	be	determined	
by	USACE	through	the	permitting	process	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule.		A	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	
requiring	preparation	of	a	mitigation	plan	in	compliance	with	the	Mitigation	Rule.		Compliance	would	also	be	
required	 with	 existing	 regulations	 for	 water	 quality	 standards,	 which	 typically	 involves	 preparation	 of	 a	
SWPPP.	 	 With	 the	 mitigation	 measure	 and	 compliance	 with	 existing	 regulations,	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

Mitigation Measures 

Through	compliance	with	existing	regulations	for	water	quality	standards,	the	CWA,	and	the	Mitigation	Rule	
pursuant	to	the	mitigation	measure	proposed	below	(MM	Merriam	Bio‐1),	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.			

MM	Merriam	Bio‐1:	A	plan	shall	be	prepared	that	outlines	compensatory	mitigation	for	unavoidable	
impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule,	33	CFR	Parts	
325	and	332.		The	compensatory	mitigation	shall	replace	aquatic	resource	functions	lost	
to	 the	extent	practicable.	 	The	amount	of	 compensatory	mitigation	 shall	 be	determined	
pursuant	 to	 the	Mitigation	Rule.	 	 The	plan	 shall	 be	 approved	by	USACE	 in	writing,	 and	
shall	be	used	as	mitigation	pursuant	to	the	Section	404	permitting	process.		

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a	
substantial	 loss	of	native	vegetation	and/or	plant	populations	defined	by	 the	County	of	San	Diego	as	rare	or	
endangered	and/or	impact	sensitive	habitat	which	is	regionally	limited.	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	BIO‐2:	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	
native	 vegetation,	 including	 3.5	 acres	 of	 live	 oak	 riparian	 woodland	 and	 252.8	 acres	 of	 mixed	
chaparral,	in	addition	to	potential	impacts	to	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	that	could	not	be	confirmed.		
The	alternative	is	known	to	support	summer	holly	and	Ramona	horkelia,	sensitive	plants	on	List	A	of	
the	County	of	San	Diego	Sensitive	Plant	List.	 	Based	on	available	 information,	 it	appears	 that	areas	
supporting	these	plants	would	be	impacted	by	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative.		However,	specific	
information	on	population	sizes	at	each	of	the	mapped	locations	is	not	available.	 	The	site	does	not	
support	sensitive	habitat	that	is	regionally	limited.		Proposed	mitigation	measures	would	result	in	a	
net	gain	of	native	habitat	through	establishment	or	enhancement	of	habitat	at	a	minimum	2:1	impact	
to	mitigation	 ratio	 for	 live	 oak	 riparian	woodland,	 at	 a	minimum	 1:1	 ratio	 for	mixed	 chaparral	

																																																													
77	 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
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habitat	impacts,	and	at	a	minimum	1.5:1	ratio	for	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub,	if	present.		Mitigation	is	
also	proposed	should	avoidance	of	greater	than	80	percent	of	summer	holly	and	Ramona	horkelia	or	
any	 other	 sensitive	 plant	 populations	 not	 be	 feasible.	 	 Therefore,	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
mitigation	measures,	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	
effects	to	native	vegetation	or	sensitive	plant	populations.		No	effects	would	occur	to	sensitive	habitat	
which	is	regionally	limited	due	to	absence	of	any	on	site.		

Native Vegetation 

Oak	Woodland:	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	3.5	acres	of	the	total	4.1	
acres	of	 live	oak	riparian	woodland	on	the	property.	 	These	 impacts	would	occur	as	a	result	of	 the	 landfill	
footprint	 (see	 Figure	 4.4‐12),	 and	 represent	 approximately	 85	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 acreage	 of	 live	 oak	
woodland	on	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site.		Mitigation	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	these	
impacts	at	a	minimum	2:1	ratio	consistent	with	the	Draft	North	County	Plan,	through	on	site	establishment	
or	enhancement	associated	with	the	avoided	portions	of	the	on‐site	tributaries.	 	If	on‐site	establishment	or	
enhancement	 is	 determined	 infeasible	 due	 to	 site	 conditions	 that	 could	 not	 be	 assessed	 as	 part	 of	 this	
analysis,	 or	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site,	 off	 site	 acquisition	 could	 occur	 anywhere	 within	 the	
unincorporated	 area	 of	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 The	 acquisition	 could	 include	 direct	 purchase	 or	 mitigation	
credits	from	a	habitat	manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.	 	A	conservation	easement	would	
be	required	to	permanently	protect	the	resource	either	on‐	or	off‐	site.		The	mitigation	would	provide	a	total	
of	7	acres	of	live	oak	riparian	woodland	habitat,	or	other	Tier	I	habitat,	resulting	in	a	net	increase	of	7	acres.		
A	 total	 of	 approximately	 0.6	 acre	 of	 live	 oak	 riparian	 woodland	 would	 also	 be	 avoided	 by	 the	 Merriam	
Mountain	Alternative,	and	may	be	available	for	on‐site	preservation.		Therefore,	with	implementation	of	the	
proposed	mitigation,	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	live	oak	woodland	habitat	would	occur.			

Mixed	Chaparral:	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	 result	 in	 the	 removal	of	 252.8	 acres	 of	mixed	
chaparral	of	the	total	537.4	acres	of	mixed	chaparral	habitat	on	the	site.		Impacts	to	mixed	chaparral	would	
occur	 primarily	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 (197.1	 acres),	 in	 addition	 to	 ancillary	
facilities/basins/tanks/flares	(13.6	acres	of	mixed	chaparral)	and	potential	stockpile	areas	(42.1	acres)	(see	
Figure	4.4‐12).	 	This	 impact	 is	equivalent	 to	approximately	47	percent	of	 the	total	mixed	chaparral	on	the	
site.		Mitigation	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	this	impact	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	consistent	with	the	
Draft	 North	 County	 Plan,	 through	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement.	 	 If	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	
enhancement	 is	 determined	 infeasible	 due	 to	 site	 conditions	 that	 could	 not	 be	 assessed	 as	 part	 of	 this	
analysis,	 or	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site,	 off	 site	 acquisition	 could	 occur	 anywhere	 within	
unincorporated	San	Diego	County.		The	acquisition	could	include	direct	purchase	or	mitigation	credits	from	a	
habitat	manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		A	conservation	easement	would	be	required	to	
permanently	protect	the	resource	either	on‐	or	off‐	site.		The	mitigation	would	ensure	a	no	net	loss	of	mixed	
chaparral	habitat,	or	other	habitat	within	the	Tier	I,	 II	or	 III	classifications	consistent	with	the	Draft	North	
County	Plan.		Approximately	284.6	acres	of	mixed	chaparral	would	also	be	avoided	by	the	Merriam	Mountain	
Alternative,	and	may	be	available	for	on‐site	preservation.		Therefore,	with	implementation	of	the	mitigation	
measure,	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	mixed	chaparral	would	occur.			

Diegan	 Coastal	 Sage	 Scrub:	 The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	 potentially	 result	 in	 the	 removal	 of	
Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	that	was	mapped	in	small	fragmented	patches	along	the	I‐15	freeway	as	part	of	the	
2009	 Merriam	 Mountains	 Specific	 Plan	 EIR.	 	 Impacts	 to	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 would	 occur	 as	 a	 result	 of	
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proposed	 ancillary	 facilities/basins/tanks/flares	 (see	 Figure	 4.4‐12),	 but	 these	 impacts	 could	 not	 be	
quantified	as	 the	areas	were	 too	 small	 to	be	observed	 from	aerial	 imagery	and	were	not	observed	during	
field	 observations.	 	 Therefore,	 a	 field	 survey	would	 be	 required	 to	 confirm	 to	 the	 presence	 or	 absence	 of	
Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	on	the	alternative	site	and	to	quantify	 impacts.	 	 If	any	impacts	to	Diegan	coastal	
sage	 scrub	 are	 proposed,	mitigation	would	 be	 required	 to	 compensate	 for	 the	 impact	 consistent	with	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	including	in	perpetuity	preservation	of	coastal	sage	scrub	or	other	Tier	I	or	
Tier	II	habitat	pursuant	to	the	Draft	North	County	Plan,	at	a	minimum	1.5:1	ratio.		On	site	areas	available	for	
establishment	 or	 enhancement	 may	 be	 limited	 due	 to	 the	 proposed	 design	 of	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative	 and	 the	 availability	 of	 only	 7.1	 acres	 of	 disturbed	 areas	 not	 proposed	 for	 impacts.	 	 On	 site	
establishment	or	enhancement	may	also	be	determined	 infeasible	due	 to	site	conditions	 that	 could	not	be	
assessed	 as	 part	 of	 this	 analysis.	 	 Therefore,	 if	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 is	 determined	
infeasible,	or	insufficient	acreage	is	available	on	site,	off	site	acquisition	would	occur	within	unincorporated	
San	Diego	County.		This	mitigation	would	provide	a	net	acreage	increase	of	coastal	sage	scrub	and/or	Tier	I	
or	 Tier	 II	 habitats,	 and	 avoided	 areas	 may	 be	 available	 for	 on‐site	 preservation.	 	 Therefore,	 with	
implementation	of	the	mitigation	measure,	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	coastal	sage	scrub	would	occur.			

Sensitive Plant Populations 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	is	known	to	support	two	sensitive	plants	on	List	A	of	the	County	of	San	
Diego	 Sensitive	 Plant	 List,	 summer	 holly	 and	 Ramona	 horkelia,	 based	 on	 the	 2009	 Merriam	 Mountains	
Specific	 Plan	 EIR.	 	 Based	 on	mapping	 provided	 in	 the	 EIR,	 it	 appears	 that	 areas	 supporting	 these	 plants	
would	be	impacted	by	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative.		However,	specific	information	on	population	sizes	
at	each	of	the	mapped	locations	is	not	available.		Therefore,	focused	rare	plant	surveys	would	be	required	to	
determine	the	population	size	of	summer	holly	and	Ramona	horkelia	on	the	site,	and	to	confirm	the	absence	
of	any	other	County	of	San	Diego	listed	plant	species.		Once	the	focused	surveys	are	complete,	the	Merriam	
Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 need	 to	 consider	 the	 feasibility	 of	 avoiding	 greater	 than	 80	 percent	 of	 the	
summer	holly	 and	Ramona	horkelia	 populations	 or	 any	 other	County	 of	 San	Diego	 sensitive	plant	 species	
observed.		If	avoidance	is	not	feasible,	mitigation	would	be	required	that	could	comprise	reestablishing	the	
population	 either	 on	 site	 or	 off	 site	 through	 transplanting	 or	 seeding,	 if	 feasible,	 or	 through	 off	 site	
preservation	 or	 enhancement.	 	 Through	 avoidance	 or	 implementation	 of	 mitigation,	 if	 required,	 the	
alternative	would	not	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	with	 regard	 to	 the	direct	 loss	 of	 County	of	 San	
Diego	sensitive	plant	populations.	

Regionally Limited Sensitive Habitats 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	does	not	support	any	sensitive	habitats	 that	are	regionally	 limited	
based	 on	 aerial	 imagery,	 the	 2009	 Merriam	 Mountains	 Specific	 Plan	 EIR,	 and	 a	 field	 assessment	 of	 the	
surrounding	area	and,	as	such,	would	not	result	in	any	effects.		Some	of	the	native	habitats	described	above	
are	 considered	 sensitive	 pursuant	 to	 CDFG	 or	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 guidelines,	 such	 as	 oak	woodlands	 or	
mixed	 chaparral,	 but	 are	 not	 considered	 regionally	 limited	 due	 to	 their	 distribution	 throughout	 southern	
California.			
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Mitigation Measures 

With	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	mitigation	measures	 proposed	 below,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	
would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	native	vegetation	and	sensitive	plant	populations.	

MM	Merriam	Bio‐2:	Impacts	to	live	oak	riparian	woodland	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	ratio	of	
2:1	 by	 the	 on‐site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	 live	 oak	woodland	 or	 other	 Tier	 I	
habitat,	and/or	 the	off	 site	acquisition	of	 live	oak	woodland	or	other	Tier	 I	habitat.	 	Off	
site	 acquisition	 shall	 only	occur	 if	 on	 site	 establishment	or	 enhancement	 is	determined	
infeasible,	 or	 if	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site.	 	Off	 site	 acquisitions	may	occur	
either	 through	a	direct	purchase	or	 through	mitigation	credits	 from	a	habitat	manager,	
mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on‐site	or	off	site	areas	shall	be	preserved	
in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	or	concurrent	with	the	
first	construction	that	impacts	live	oak	woodland,	or	as	determined	in	consultation	with	
the	appropriate	agencies.	

MM	Merriam	Bio‐3:	Impacts	to	chaparral	habitat	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	through	
on‐site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 of	 chaparral	 habitat	 or	 other	 Tier	 I,	 II	 or	 III	
vegetation,	 and/or	 the	 off‐site	 acquisition	 of	 chaparral	 habitat	 or	 other	 Tier	 I,	 II	 or	 III	
vegetation.		Off	site	acquisition	shall	only	occur	if	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	is	
determined	 infeasible,	 or	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site.	 	 Off	 site	 acquisitions	
may	occur	either	through	a	direct	purchase	or	through	mitigation	credits	from	a	habitat	
manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on‐site	or	off‐site	areas	shall	be	
preserved	in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	or	concurrent	
with	the	first	construction	that	impacts	chaparral,	or	as	determined	in	consultation	with	
the	appropriate	agencies.	

MM	Merriam	Bio‐4:	Impacts	to	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	ratio	of	
1.5:1	through	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	of	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	or	other	
Tier	 I	 or	Tier	 II	 habitat,	 and/or	 the	 off	 site	 acquisition	 of	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	habitat	 or	
other	Tier	I	or	Tier	II	habitat.		Off‐site	acquisition	shall	only	occur	if	on	site	establishment	
or	enhancement	is	determined	infeasible,	or	insufficient	acreage	is	available	on	site.	 	Off	
site	acquisitions	may	occur	either	through	a	direct	purchase	or	through	mitigation	credits	
from	a	habitat	manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on‐site	or	off‐site	
areas	shall	be	preserved	in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	
or	 concurrent	 with	 the	 first	 construction	 that	 impacts	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 or	 as	
determined	in	consultation	with	the	appropriate	agencies.	

MM	Merriam	Bio‐5:	County	of	San	Diego	Lists	A	and	B	sensitive	plant	populations	shall	be	avoided,	
if	 feasible.	 	 If	 avoidance	 of	 greater	 than	 80	 percent	 of	 any	 population	 is	 not	 feasible,	
mitigation	 shall	 consist	 of	 reestablishing	 the	 population	 on	 site	 or	 off	 site	 through	
transplantation	or	collecting	seed.		The	suitability	of	transplanting	or	seed	collection,	and	
the	 selection	 of	 a	 suitable	 site,	 shall	 be	 determined	 by	 a	 qualified	 biologist	 with	
experience	 in	 restoration	 of	 sensitive	 plants.	 	 If	 reestablishing	 the	 population	 is	
determined	infeasible	by	the	biologist	for	reasons	including,	but	not	limited	to,	the	lack	of	
a	 suitable	 site	 or	 low	 or	 unknown	 success	 of	 transplanting/seeding	 methods,	 off	 site	
preservation	of	an	existing	population,	or	enhancement	of	an	existing	population	(such	as	
weed	 control),	 shall	 be	 considered	 through	 a	 habitat	 manager,	 mitigation	 bank,	 or	
environmental	 group.	 	 The	 on‐site	 or	 off‐site	 areas	 shall	 be	 preserved	 in	 perpetuity.		
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Implementation	 of	 this	 mitigation	 shall	 be	 prior	 to	 or	 concurrent	 with	 the	 first	
construction	that	impacts	the	sensitive	plant	population,	or	as	determined	in	consultation	
with	the	appropriate	agencies.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	that	leads	to	an	adverse	modification	of	its	habitat.	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	BIO‐3:	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	in	direct	impacts	
to	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	designated	critical	habitat.		Mitigation	is	proposed	by	the	alternative	
to	compensate	for	impacts	to	native	chaparral	vegetation	and	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	(if	present),	
which	are	potentially	suitable	habitats	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher.		The	establishment	and/or	
enhancement	 of	 this	 vegetation	 community	would	 result	 in	 a	 net	 gain	 of	 habitat	 for	 this	 species.		
Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	to	designated	critical	habitat.			

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	includes	approximately	416.4	acres	of	designated	critical	habitat	for	the	
coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 (see	 Figure	 4.4‐12),	 of	 which	 approximately	 224.9	 acres	 is	 proposed	 for	
impacts.	 	The	 remaining	designated	 critical	habitat	not	proposed	 for	 impacts	 (approximately	191.5	acres)	
could	be	available	for	on‐site	preservation.					

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	proposes	mitigation	to	compensate	for	impacts	to	native	vegetation	that	
is	potentially	suitable	habitat	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	including	chaparral	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	
totaling	approximately	216.1	acres,	and	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	at	a	minimum	1.5:1	ratio,	if	present	(see	
Impact	Statement	Merriam	BIO‐2).		The	mixed	chaparral	mitigation	would	provide	a	no	net	loss	of	potential	
coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 habitat	within	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 this	 species.	 	 If	 Diegan	 coastal	
sage	 scrub	 is	 present	 and	 proposed	 for	 impacts,	 the	 mitigation	 would	 result	 in	 a	 net	 gain	 of	 habitat.		
Therefore,	with	this	mitigation,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	to	designated	critical	habitat	 for	
coastal	California	gnatcatcher.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measure	outlined	in	Impact	Statement	Merriam	BIO‐2,	the	Merriam	
Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 designated	 critical	 habitat.	 	 No	
additional	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	permanent	disturbance	of	wildlife	movement	or	disruption	for	an	extended	period	that	would	lead	
to	a	disruption	in	gene	flow.	

Impact	 Statement	Merriam	BIO‐4:	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 is	not	within	 any	 identified	
major	regional	wildlife	linkage.		A	wildlife	corridor	study	conducted	for	the	2009	Merriam	Mountains	
Specific	Plan	EIR	identified	the	northern	portion	of	the	Merriam	Mountains	Alternative	site	as	having	
the	 greatest	 potential	 of	 supporting	 local	 wildlife	 movement	 both	 within	 the	 site	 and	 off	 site.		
However,	 there	 are	 other	 opportunities	 for	 local	movement	 surrounding	 the	 site	 in	 the	 form	 of	
relatively	 large	blocks	of	natural	habitat.	 	 	As	 such,	while	 the	 alternative	would	 result	 in	 adverse	
effects	on	local	movement,	permanent	disturbance	or	extended	disruption	of	wildlife	movement	on	a	
regional	and	subregional	basis	would	not	occur.	Thus,	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur.	
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Based	on	the	South	Coast	Missing	Linkages	study,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	is	not	within	any	major	
regional	wildlife	linkage.		A	wildlife	corridor	study	conducted	for	the	2009	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan	
EIR	 concluded	 that	 wildlife	 movement	 on	 the	 site	 is	 limited	 to	 local	 dispersal	 only,	 and	 that	 wildlife	
movement	 is	constrained	to	the	north	and	south	by	residential	and	agricultural	 lands	with	 limited	wildlife	
habitat	and	corridor	 function,	along	with	associated	higher	 traffic	volume	roads.	 	The	 I‐15	 freeway	 is	also	
located	to	the	east	of	the	site,	and	the	site	is	connected	to	the	west	by	the	relatively	undeveloped	San	Marcos	
Mountains.	 	 The	 study	 identified	 that	 the	 extensive	 matrix	 of	 canyons	 and	 roads	 could	 support	 wildlife	
movement	 on	 and	 off	 the	 site,	 although	movement	 is	more	 likely	 to	 occur	 along	 the	 roads	 due	 to	 dense	
vegetation	cover	in	the	canyon	bottoms.		The	study	also	identified	that	the	site	is	primarily	used	by	medium‐	
to	large‐	sized	species	such	as	rodents,	squirrels,	gray	foxes,	bobcats	and	coyotes.		As	a	result	of	the	study,	the	
northern	portion	was	identified	as	having	the	greatest	potential	of	supporting	local	wildlife	movement	both	
within	 the	 site	 and	 off	 site	 due	 to	 topography	 and	 existing	 land	 use.	 	 Elsewhere	 on	 the	 site,	 drainages	
supporting	riparian	habitat	and	at	least	an	intermittent	stream,	extending	from	the	central	portion	of	the	site	
to	the	eastern	boundary	at	the	I‐15,	does	not	provide	for	the	ability	of	wide‐ranging	animal	to	move,	does	not	
provide	 for	 significant	 genetic	 exchange,	 but	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 provide	 an	 area	 where	 plants	 can	
propagate,	 and	 most	 importantly,	 populations	 can	 move	 in	 response	 to	 natural	 disasters.	 	 The	 Merriam	
Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 disturbance	 to	 local	 wildlife	 movement	 from	 the	 landfill	 footprint	
proposed	 in	 the	 entire	 central	 portion	 of	 the	 site,	 in	 addition	 to	 potential	 stockpile	 areas	 and	 ancillary	
facilities/basins/tanks/flares	scattered	within	the	undeveloped	areas	surrounding	the	landfill	footprint	(See	
Figure	4.4‐12.)	 	However,	while	adverse	effects	on	 local	wildlife	movement	would	result	 from	the	project,	
wildlife	movement	through	the	area	surrounding	the	landfill	alternative	would	continue	due	to	substantial	
existing	blocks	of	natural	open	space,	therefore	effects	on	wildlife	movement	would	not	be	significant.			

Mitigation Measures 

Significant	 adverse	 effects	 on	 regional	 wildlife	 movement	 would	 not	 occur.	 	 No	 mitigation	 measures	 are	
proposed.			

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	indirect	impacts	on	a	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	leading	to	a	jeopardy	opinion	for	one	
or	more	species.	

Impact	 Statement	Merriam	 BIO‐5:	 The	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 could	 also	 result	 in	 direct	
and/or	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 individuals	 of	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher,	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 and	
southwestern	willow	 flycatcher.	 	To	 compensate	 for	 these	 impacts,	 the	 alternative	would	 require	
mitigation	 for	 these	 species.	 	 Surveys	 of	 the	 site	would	 be	 required	 to	 determine	 if	 these	 or	 any	
additional	 state‐	 or	 federal‐listed	 species	 are	 present	 and,	 if	 observed,	 may	 require	 additional	
mitigation.	

As	 outlined	 in	 Impact	 Statement	 Merriam	 BIO‐3,	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 is	 mapped	 as	
designated	critical	habitat	for	the	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	and	therefore	has	the	potential	to	support	
this	species	on	site.		Although	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	is	not	documented	in	CNDDB	as	occurring	on	the	
Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site,	the	2009	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan	EIR	noted	the	presence	of	the	
species	 within	 Diegan	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 mapped	 off	 site	 to	 the	 southeast	 of	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative	 site.	 	 Due	 to	 the	 proximity	 of	 this	 sighting	 to	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 site,	 and	 the	
potential	presence	of	Diegan	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	based	on	 the	mapping	 in	 the	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	
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Plan	 EIR,	 focused	 surveys	 would	 be	 required	 to	 confirm	 the	 presence	 or	 absence	 of	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher	and	the	extent	of	any	habitat,	and	to	 identify	potential	direct	or	 indirect	 impacts	based	on	the	
survey	 results.	 	 The	 2009	 Merriam	 Mountains	 Specific	 Plan	 EIR	 determined	 a	 very	 low	 potential	 for	
occurrence	of	least	Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	but	did	not	consider	the	species	absent.		
Therefore,	 further	assessments	 for	 these	 species	would	be	 required	 to	determine	 the	presence	of	 suitable	
habitat	and	the	need	for	focused	surveys.		Direct	or	indirect	impacts	to	any	of	the	above‐mentioned	species	
would	require	mitigation.		Any	required	mitigation	is	anticipated	to	be	comparable	to	the	design	features	for	
the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 Surveys	 of	 the	 site	 would	 also	 be	 required	 to	 determine	 if	 any	
additional	 state‐	 or	 federal‐listed	 species	 are	 present	 and,	 if	 observed,	may	 require	 additional	mitigation.		
Potential	 impacts	 for	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher,	 least	Bell’s	 vireo,	 and	 southwestern	willow	 flycatcher	
are	summarized	below.	

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Potential	 impacts	 to	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 could	 include	 both	 direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts,	 if	 this	
species	 is	 determined	 present	 on	 the	 site.	 	 Direct	 impacts	 include	 loss	 of	 individuals	 from	 construction	
activities,	and	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	(see	Impact	Statement	Merriam	BIO‐3).		Mitigation	would	be	
required	 to	 avoid	 loss	 of	 individuals,	 specifically	 clearing	 habitat	 outside	 the	 breeding	 season.	 	 Indirect	
impacts	 to	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 could	 occur	 from	 predator	 species,	 invasive	 plant	 species,	 and	
increased	noise,	as	discussed	below.	

 Predator	 Species:	 Predators	 such	 as	 gulls,	 ravens,	 crows	 and	 raccoons	 may	 be	 attracted	 to	 the	
landfill	 from	 waste.	 	 This	 impact	 would	 be	 addressed	 through	 the	 design	 features	 discussed	 in	
subsection	4.4.7.2	above,	including	litter	control	and	vector	control.			

 Invasive	 Plant	 Species:	 Invasive	 non‐native	 plant	 species	 may	 colonize	 native	 vegetation	
communities	through	dumping	of	green	waste.		This	could	lead	to	native	species	being	outcompeted,	
which	 would	 reduce	 the	 availability	 of	 remaining	 habitat	 on	 the	 site	 for	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher.	 	This	 impact	would	be	addressed	 through	 the	design	 features	discussed	 in	subsection	
4.4.7.2	above,	including	appropriate	green	waste	disposal.			

 Increased	Noise:	Since	birds	are	dependent	upon	sound	for	communication	and	can	be	sensitive	to	
noise,	noise	associated	with	the	construction	and	landfill	operations	could	have	a	permanent	indirect	
effect	on	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	during	their	breeding	season	(reduced	fitness).	 	This	impact	
would	require	mitigation	to	reduce	noise	 impacts,	such	as	operational	changes,	noise	barriers,	and	
monitoring	to	ensure	noise	levels	are	maintained.		A	proposed	mitigation	measure	is	outlined	below.	

Least Bell’s Vireo and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher  

Potential	 impacts	 to	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 southwestern	 willow	 flycatcher	 could	 include	 both	 direct	 and	
indirect	impacts,	if	these	species	are	determined	present	on	the	site.		Direct	impacts	include	loss	of	individual	
birds	from	construction	activities	and	loss	of	habitat;	impacts	and	mitigation	for	live	oak	riparian	woodland	
habitat	 is	 discussed	 in	 Impact	 Statement	 Merriam	 BIO‐2.	 	 Mitigation	 would	 be	 required	 to	 avoid	 loss	 of	
individuals,	 including	 limiting	 construction	 to	 outside	 the	 breeding	 season,	 as	 outlined	 below	 under	
mitigation	 measures.	 	 Indirect	 impacts	 to	 these	 species	 could	 occur	 through	 invasive	 non‐native	 plant	
species	and	noise,	as	described	below.			



4.4  BIological Resources    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.4‐120	 	

	

 Invasive	Plant	 Species:	 Non‐native,	 weedy	 species	may	 out‐compete	 and	 exclude	 native	 species,	
potentially	altering	the	structure	of	the	vegetation,	degrading	or	eliminating	habitat	used	by	the	least	
Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	and	providing	food	and	cover	for	undesirable	non‐
native	animals.		This	impact	would	be	addressed	through	the	design	features	discussed	in	subsection	
4.4.7.2	 above,	 including	 appropriate	 green	waste	 disposal	 to	 avoid	 introducing	 invasive	 species	 to	
native	habitat	areas.			

 Noise:	The	 landfill	would	result	 in	 increased	noise	 from	construction	and	operational	noise.	 	Since	
birds	are	dependent	upon	sound	for	communication	and	can	be	sensitive	to	noise,	noise	associated	
with	 the	 landfill	 could	 have	 a	 permanent	 indirect	 effect	 on	 least	 Bell’s	 vireos	 and	 southwestern	
willow	 flycatcher	 during	 their	 breeding	 season	 (reduced	 fitness).	 	 This	 impact	 would	 require	
mitigation	 to	 reduce	 noise	 impacts,	 such	 as	 limiting	 construction	 during	 the	 breeding	 season,	
providing	a	buffer	between	construction	and	suitable	habitat	areas,	and	noise	monitoring/barriers	to	
ensure	noise	levels	below	60	dBA	Leq	are	maintained.			

Other Species  

Based	on	a	review	of	the	CNDDB	and	the	2009	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan	EIR,	the	Merriam	Mountain	
Alternative	is	not	known	to	support	any	other	sensitive,	unique	or	rare	species	apart	from	the	summer	holly	
and	Ramona	horkelia	sensitive	plants	identified	under	Impact	Statement	Merriam	BIO‐2.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 mitigation	 measures	 proposed	 below,	 and	 the	 design	 features	 described	 in	
subsection	4.4.7.2	above,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	
state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	or	their	habitats.	 	Surveys	of	the	site	would	be	required	to	determine	if	any	
additional	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	are	present	and,	if	observed,	may	require	additional	mitigation.	

Coastal California Gnatcatcher Mitigation (if this species is determined present on site) 

MM	Merriam	 Bio‐6:	 Removal	 of	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 habitat	 should	 occur	 outside	 the	
breeding	season	(March	15	to	June	30)	to	avoid	direct	loss	of	individual	birds.	

A	mitigation	measure	for	noise	is	proposed	under	MM	Merriam	Bio‐10,	below.	

Least  Bell’s  Vireo  and  Southwestern Willow  Flycatcher Mitigation  (if  either  of  these  species  is 

determined present on site) 

MM	Merriam	Bio‐7:	Removal	of	least	Bell’s	vireo	and	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	habitat	should	
occur	 outside	 the	 breeding	 season	 (March	 15	 to	 September	 15)	 to	 avoid	 direct	 loss	 of	
individual	birds,	 unless	 a	qualified	biologist	determines	 that	 these	 species	have	not	 yet	
arrived	on	site,	or	have	migrated	out	of	the	area	early.	

MM	 Merriam	 Bio‐8:	 Construction	 adjacent	 to	 any	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 southwestern	 willow	
flycatcher	habitat	shall	only	occur	outside	the	breeding	season	(i.e.,	between	September	
16	 and	March	 14)	 unless	 daily	monitoring	 by	 a	 qualified	 biologist	 during	 the	 breeding	



December 2012     4.4  BIological Resources 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.4‐121	 	

	

season	 (i.e.,	 March	 15	 to	 September	 15)	 determines	 that	 these	 species	 have	 not	 yet	
arrived	on	site,	or	have	migrated	out	of	the	area	early,	or	if	noise	levels	are	below	60	dBA	
Leq	as	outlined	in	MM	Gopher	Bio‐11.		

MM	Merriam	Bio‐9:	A	biological	buffer	of	at	 least	100	 feet	 from	any	occupied	 least	Bell’s	vireo	or	
southwestern	willow	flycatcher	habitat	shall	be	provided.	

MM	Merriam	Bio‐10:	Daily	noise	monitoring	shall	be	conducted	by	a	qualified	acoustician	between	
March	 15	 and	 September	 15	 during	 initial	 construction	 or	 landfill	 operations	 to	 verify	
that	 noise	 levels	 are	 below	 60	 dBA	 Leq	 in	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 southwestern	 willow	
flycatcher	habitat,	 and	between	March	15	and	 June	30	 in	 coastal	California	gnatcatcher	
habitat.	 	 If	 the	60	dBA	Leq	 is	exceeded,	 the	acoustician	shall	work	with	 the	construction	
contractor	to	make	operational	changes	and/or	barriers	designed	by	the	acoustician	shall	
be	 installed	prior	 to	March	15	or	 immediately	 if	 during	 the	breeding	 season,	 to	 reduce	
noise	levels	during	the	breeding	season.	 	Weekly	noise	monitoring	shall	occur	following	
operational	 changes	 and/or	 installation	 of	 barriers	 to	 ensure	 their	 effectiveness.	 	 If	
ineffective,	 the	 acoustician	 shall	 work	 with	 the	 construction	 contractor	 to	 make	
additional	operational	changes	or	to	install	other	barriers	that	would	reduce	noise	levels	
to	less	than	60	dBA	Leq.			

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	 indirect	 impacts	on	golden	eagle	nesting	and	 foraging	habitats	that	has	the	potential	to	
affect	the	species’	long‐term	viability.	

Golden	eagles	are	not	currently	known	to	occur	on	or	near	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site.		The	2009	
Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan	EIR	 identified	an	abandoned	historical	golden	eagle	nest	on	a	prominent	
high	 rock	 outcrop;	 a	 northeast‐facing	 slope	 overlooking	 the	 I‐15.	 	 Since	 the	 nest	 is	 no	 longer	 active,	 this	
criterion	does	not	apply.		

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	conflict	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	BIO‐6:	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	be	required	to	comply	
with	 conservation	 requirements	pursuant	 to	 the	NCCP,	 if	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 is	present	 on	 site,	 in	
addition	to	consideration	of	the	County	of	San	Diego	biological	resource	guidelines	and	Draft	North	
County	Plan	pending	 its	 approval.	 	However,	 since	 the	 alternative	 site	proposes	 impacts	within	 a	
preserve	area	pursuant	to	the	Draft	North	County	Plan,	the	alternative	would	conflict	with	long‐term	
regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.		Therefore,	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

The	 Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 be	 required	 to	 comply	 with	 the	 NCCP,	 if	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 is	
present	on	site,	and	consider	the	County	of	San	Diego	biological	guidelines	and	Draft	North	County	Plan.		An	
outline	 of	 the	 alternative’s	 proposed	 compliance	 and	 potential	 conflicts	with	 these	 guidelines	 is	 provided	
below.	
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Section 4(d)/NCCP Program for Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Until	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	is	approved,	impacts	to	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	are	regulated	through	a	
special	rule	under	Section	4(d)	of	the	federal	ESA.		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	be	required	to	
be	consistent	with	the	NCCP	guidelines	with	regards	to	coastal	sage	scrub,	if	present	on	the	site	(see	Impact	
Statement	Merriam	BIO‐2),	as	follows:			

a. The	habitat	loss	cannot	cumulatively	exceed	the	five	percent	guideline:	With	implementation	of	the	
mitigation	measure	proposed	under	Impact	Statement	Merriam	BIO‐2,	impacts	to	coastal	sage	scrub	
habitat	as	a	result	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	be	mitigated	at	a	1.5:1	ratio	resulting	
in	a	net	gain	of	habitat.			

f. The	habitat	 loss	cannot	preclude	connectivity	between	areas	of	high	habitat	values:	This	would	be	
further	determined	following	focused	surveys	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	to	identify	the	value	
of	habitat	on	site	and	in	adjacent	areas.	 	The	majority	of	the	site	(excluding	the	western	portion)	is	
within	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher,	 in	 addition	 to	 off	 site	
surrounding	areas	to	the	north	and	east.	 	Therefore,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	could	affect	
connectivity	between	designated	critical	habitat	areas	off	site	to	the	north	and	east	(see	also	Impact	
Statement	Gopher	BIO‐4).	

g. The	 habitat	 loss	 cannot	 have	 an	 impact	 on	 regional	 biological	 resource	 planning	 or	 prevent	 the	
preparation	of	the	subregional	NCCP.		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	impact	land	mapped	
as	preserve	in	the	Draft	North	County	Plan	(see	below),	and	therefore	would	impact	preparation	of	
the	Draft	North	County	Plan	preserve.			

h. The	 habitat	 loss	 cannot	 appreciably	 reduce	 the	 likelihood	 of	 the	 survival	 and	 recovery	 of	 listed	
species.	 	 The	 presence	 of	 listed	 species	 on	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 is	 currently	
unknown	based	on	the	lack	of	data	from	focused	surveys.		

i. The	habitat	 loss	can	only	be	authorized	on	approval	of	a	HLP,	or	the	completion	of	a	Section	10(a)	
permit	from	the	USFWS	in	accordance	with	the	federal	ESA.			

County of San Diego Guidelines 

As	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	Update	EIR,	the	County	of	San	Diego	has	established	policies	and	mitigation	
measures	pertaining	to	the	protection	of	special	status	species,	riparian	habitats	and	other	sensitive	natural	
communities,	 jurisdictional	wetland	waters	of	 the	U.S.,	and	wildlife	movement	corridors	and	nursery	sites.		
These	 are	 further	 described	 in	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	Guidelines	 for	Determining	 Significance78	 and	 are	
covered	in	the	evaluation	criteria	already	assessed	above	(Impact	Statements	Merriam	BIO‐1	through	BIO‐
5).		With	implementation	of	the	proposed	mitigation	measures	identified	in	Impact	Statements	Merriam	BIO‐
1	 through	 Merriam	 BIO‐5,	 it	 is	 not	 anticipated	 that	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	
significant	adverse	effects	to	any	resources	outlined	in	the	County	of	San	Diego	Guidelines.	

																																																													
78		 County	 of	 San	Diego.	 	 2007.	 Guidelines	 for	Determining	 Significance,	 Biological	 Resources.	 Land	Use	 and	 Environmental	 Group,	

Department	of	Planning	and	Land	Use,	Department	of	Public	Works.	
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Draft North County Plan 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	avoids	existing	 resources	 identified	by	 the	Draft	North	County	Plan	as	
requiring	 avoidance	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 feasible,	 and	 includes	 mitigation	 measures	 to	 compensate	 for	
unavoidable	impacts	as	discussed	in	Impact	Statements	Merriam	BIO‐1	through	BIO‐5.		The	alternative	site	is	
identified	primarily	as	a	preserve	area	within	 the	northern	portion	of	 the	site	pursuant	 to	 the	Draft	North	
County	Plan,	and	the	area	is	contiguous	with	other	mapped	preserve	areas	off	site	to	the	north.		The	southern	
portion	 of	 the	 site	 is	 identified	 as	 an	 area	 authorized	 for	 take	 resulting	 from	development.	 	 An	 area	 that	
appears	to	follow	an	existing	access	road	within	the	northern	portion	of	the	site	is	also	identified	as	an	area	
authorized	for	take	(impacts).		A	short	small	linear	area	in	the	northwestern	portion	of	the	site	is	identified	
as	PAMA	and	was	mapped	as	disturbed	based	on	aerial	imagery,	and	southern	mixed	chaparral	pursuant	to	
the	 2009	 Merriam	 Mountains	 Specific	 Plan	 EIR.	 	 The	 mapping	 in	 the	 Draft	 North	 County	 Plan	 appears	
consistent	with	 the	2009	Merriam	Mountain	 Specific	Plan	EIR.	 	 The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	
impact	 the	 mapped	 preserve	 area	 through	 development	 of	 the	 landfill,	 two	 ancillary	
facilities/basins/tanks/flares,	and	two	stockpile	areas.		Impacts	would	also	occur	to	the	pre‐negotiated	take	
authorized	 area	 due	 to	 a	 small	 portion	 of	 the	 landfill	 site	 and	 two	 potential	 stockpile	 areas.	 	 Since	 the	
majority	of	 the	site	 is	mapped	as	preserve	or	authorized	 take	areas,	mitigation	would	not	compensate	 for	
impacts	to	these	areas	proposed	by	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	without	further	action.		Therefore,	the	
alternative	conflicts	with	the	Draft	North	County	Plan.		To	avoid	conflicts,	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	
would	 need	 to	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 2009	 Merriam	 Mountains	 Specific	 Plan	 EIR	 design,	 and/or	 would	
require	 further	negotiation	pursuant	 to	 the	Draft	North	County	Plan	 to	 amend	 the	mapping	 in	 this	area	 if	
based	on	biological	reasons.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 proposes	 impacts	 to	 land	 that	 is	 primarily	mapped	 as	 a	 preserve	
pursuant	to	the	Draft	North	County	Plan.		As	such,	the	alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	
to	 long‐term	 regional	 or	 sub‐regional	 conservation	 goals.	 	 No	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 have	 been	
identified	that	would	reduce	the	significant	adverse	effect.			

4.4.8  EAST OTAY MESA ALTERNATIVE 

4.4.8.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

The	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 is	 located	 in	 south	 San	 Diego	 County,	 at	 the	 southern	 edge	 of	 the	 Otay	
Mountain	 range	 and	 approximately	 one	 quarter	mile	 north	 of	 the	 U.S.‐Mexico	 border.	 	 The	 terrain	 in	 the	
region	is	varied	including	ridgelines	with	moderate	to	steep	slopes	and	valleys.		Notable	drainage	features	in	
the	region	are	Otay	River	to	the	northwest	and	Otay	Lakes	to	the	north.			

Local Setting 

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	encompasses	an	area	of	approximately	344	acres	that	is	generally	vacant	
land	 supporting	 native	 vegetation	 and	 limited	 areas	 of	 disturbance.	 	 Based	 on	 aerial	 imagery	 and	
observations	of	the	surrounding	vicinity,	the	major	vegetation	types	and	their	approximate	coverage	on	the	
site	 include	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 (255	acres),	 non‐native	grassland	 (54.4	 acres),	mima	mounds	 (29.7	 acres),	
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and	 disturbed	 (5	 acres),	 as	 shown	 in	 Figure	 4.4‐14,	 East	Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 ‐	 Existing	 Conditions	 and	
Impacts.		The	alternative	site	also	includes	an	estimated	1.1	acres	(16,304	linear	feet)	of	potential	“waters	of	
the	U.S.”	that	may	be	regulated	by	the	USACE,	in	addition	to	29.7	acres	of	potentially	USACE	regulated	vernal	
pools.	 	 The	 Site	 Feasibility	 Assessment	 identified	 both	 undisturbed	 and	 disturbed	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 in	
addition	to	chaparral,	southern	interior	cypress	forest,	and	disturbed	wetlands	on	the	site.79	Field	surveys	of	
the	 site	 would	 be	 required	 to	 confirm	 the	 vegetation	 communities.	 	 For	 the	 purpose	 of	 this	 analysis,	
vegetation	communities	that	could	be	identified	and	quantified	based	on	aerial	imagery	and	observation	of	
the	surrounding	vicinity	were	utilized.	

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	includes	USFWS	mapped	designated	critical	habitat	for	five	federal‐	and/or	
state‐listed	species,	namely	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly	(344.2	acres),	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	(222.3	
acres),	 San	 Diego	 fairy	 shrimp	 (Branchinecta	 sandiegonensis)	 (70.5	 acres),	 Riverside	 fairy	 shrimp	
(Streptocephalus	woottoni)	(43.7	acres),	and	Otay	tarplant	(Deinandra	conjugens)	(0.3	acre)	(see	Figure	4.4‐
15,	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	‐	USFWS	Designated	Critical	Habitats).		Other	federal‐	and	state‐listed	sensitive	
species	are	known	to	occur	on	site	or	in	the	vicinity	based	on	CNDDB	and	the	presence	of	potentially	suitable	
habitat	 on	 the	 site,	 in	 addition	 to	 species	 documented	 as	 observed	 or	with	 potential	 to	 occur	 in	 the	 Site	
Feasibility	Assessment.		These	species	and	their	listing	status	are	provided	below.		

Species Observed On Site  

 Variegated	dudleya	(CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	NE)	

 San	Diego	coast	barrel	cactus	(CRPR	2.1,	County	of	San	Diego	List	B,	CS)	

 San	Diego	marsh	elder	(CRPR	2.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	B)	

 Cleveland’s	golden	star	(Muilla	clevelandii/CRPR	1B.1,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	CS)	

 Tecate	cypress	(Cupressus	forbesii/CRPR	1B.1,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	CS)	

 San	Diego	sunflower	(Viguiera	laciniata/CRPR	4.2)	

 Ashy	Spike‐moss	(CRPR	4.1)	

 Western	dichondra	(CRPR	4.2)	

 Spiny	rush	(CRPR	4.2)	

 Coulter’s	matilija	poppy	(Romneya	coulteri/CRPR	4.2)	

 Coast	horned	lizard	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Coastal	California	gnatcatcher	(FT,	SE,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 Southern	California	rufous‐crowned	sparrow	(CDFG	Watch	List,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 Bell’s	sage	sparrow	(CDFG	Watch	List,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1)	

 Northern	harrier	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 Golden	eagle	(SFP,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 Burrowing	owl	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group1,	CS)	
																																																													
79	 Ogden	Environmental	and	Energy	Services	Co.,	Inc.	1993.		Site	Feasibility	Assessment:	Southwest	San	Diego	County	Landfills	Project.	

February	1993.	
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FIGURE

Source: Aerial Express, 2010; Geosyntec, 2012; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
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 Species	With	Potential	To	Occur	On	Site		

 Quino	checkerspot	butterfly*	(FE,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A)	

 Otay	tarplant	(SE,	FT,	CRPR	1B.1,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	NE)	

 Riverside	fairy	shrimp*	(Streptocephalus	woottoni/FE,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 San	Diego	fairy	shrimp	(Branchinecta	sandiegonensis/FE,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

*	The	CNDDB	maps	these	species	on	site.	

This	paragraph	summarizes	where	the	sensitive	species	listed	above	were	observed,	as	described	in	the	Site	
Feasibility	 Assessment.	 	 The	 spiny	 rush	 and	 San	 Diego	marsh	 elder	 are	 wetland	 plant	 species	 that	 were	
detected	along	a	jurisdictional	drainage.		Tecate	cypress	also	occurred	along	a	drainage	and	adjacent	slopes	
in	less	moist	areas.		The	remaining	plant	species	were	observed	scattered	throughout	the	site,	predominately	
within	coastal	sage	scrub	and	on	south‐facing	aspects.	 	Coast	horned	lizards	were	detected	throughout	the	
site	 in	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 chaparral,	 and	 disturbed	 habitats.	 	 A	 population	 of	 approximately	 25	 coastal	
California	gnatcatcher	individuals	was	previously	detected	on	the	site,	including	seven	pairs	densely	grouped	
adjacent	 to	 a	drainage	 supporting	 southern	 interior	 cypress	 forest.	 	The	 remaining	 individuals	were	more	
widely	spaced	through	the	coastal	sage	scrub.		Southern	California	rufous‐crowned	sparrows	and	Bell’s	sage	
sparrows	 are	 documented	 as	 common	 inhabitants	 throughout	 the	 site	 within	 the	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 and	
chaparral.	 	 Golden	 eagle	 and	 northern	 harrier	 were	 observed	 foraging	 on	 site,	 and	 the	 harrier	 may	
potentially	 nest	 on	 site	within	 the	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 or	 non‐native	 grassland	 habitats.	 	 A	 burrowing	 owl	
colony	was	previously	observed	on	site	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	site,	with	individual	burrowing	owls	
detected	 in	 the	western	 portion	 of	 the	 site.	 	 Burrowing	 owls	were	 also	 observed	 on	 site	 by	 PCR	 Services	
Corporation	in	2012	based	on	observations	from	the	site	boundaries.	80	

4.4.8.2  Design Features 

As	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 incorporate	 design	
features	that	would	avoid,	minimize,	and	compensate	for	adverse	effects	on	significant	biological	resources	
and	systems.		These	would	include	general	measures	such	as:	slow	traffic	speeds	to	reduce	potential	impacts	
to	wildlife;	 use	of	 low	 impact,	 focused	 and	 shielded	 lighting	 for	 security	 only	 to	 avoid	 indirect	 impacts	 to	
habitat	 areas;	 vector	 control	 measures	 to	 prevent	 nuisance	 species	 being	 attracted	 to	 the	 landfill	 and	
predating	 native	 species;	 litter	 control	 and	 removal	 to	 avoid	 attracting	 nuisance	 species	 and	 introducing	
invasive	plant	species	through	dumping	of	green	waste;	and	educating	construction	personnel	about	access	
restrictions	to	areas	where	special‐status	species	and	habitats	are	present.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	is	
also	required	to	provide	110	acres	of	on‐site	open	space	pursuant	to	Proposition	A.		

Mitigation	measures	would	be	required	to	compensate	for	impacts	to	natural	plant	communities	or	to	avoid	
and	minimize	 impacts	 to	 threatened	or	endangered	species.	 	 In	order	 to	 identify	 impacts	 to	 threatened	or	
endangered	species	with	the	potential	to	occur	on	site	focused	surveys	would	be	required.		If	the	presence	of	
any	 threatened	 or	 endangered	 species	 is	 confirmed	 through	 the	 surveys,	 species‐specific	 mitigation	
measures	to	avoid,	minimize,	or	compensate	for	adverse	effects	on	these	species	would	be	required	for	the	
East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative.	 	 As	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 these	 could	 include,	 but	 not	

																																																													
80	 Observed	by	Mr.	Steve	Nelson,	Director	of	Biological	Services,	and	Mr.	Amir	Morales,	Principal	Regulatory/Environmental	Specialist,	

during	a	visit	on	April	24,	2012.	
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necessarily	be	 limited	 to:	 seasonal	 restrictions	on	certain	construction	activities;	 installation	of	 temporary	
sound	barriers;	noise	monitoring	in	sensitive	habitat	areas;	capture	and	relocation	of	animals	through	pre‐
construction	surveys;	temporary	exclusion	fencing	for	certain	species;	and	an	HLP	issued	by	the	County	of	
San	Diego	or	a	Section	7	consultation	with	the	USFWS	due	to	the	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	designated	
critical	 habitat	mapped	on	 site.	 	 Further	 analysis	 of	 potential	mitigation	measures	 for	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	is	provided	in	subsection	4.4.9.3	below.	

4.4.8.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:		The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a:		

o Substantial	loss	of	functions	and	services	of	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.;	and/or	

o Substantial	adverse	 construction	 impacts	within	 jurisdictional	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 through	
temporary	removal,	filling,	hydrological	 interruption,	 loss	of	functions	or	services,	or	other	
means.			

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐1:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	supports	potential	non‐wetland	
jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.,	and	a	potentially	USACE	regulated	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex	
(a	 seasonal	wetland),	 subject	 to	 an	AJD	 from	USACE.	 	Based	on	 this,	 the	 alternative	may	 result	 in	
permanent	 impacts	 to	0.59	acre	of	potential	 jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	 the	U.S.,	and	6.6	
acres	of	the	potentially	USACE	regulated	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex.	 	No	temporary	impacts	
to	 jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	are	anticipated	as	part	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.	 	Direct	
and/or	indirect	permanent	impacts	to	 jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	would	be	addressed	through	
compliance	with	existing	regulations	including	water	quality	standards	and	the	no‐net‐loss	policy	of	
the	 CWA,	 subject	 to	 approval	 and	 regulatory	 permitting	 from	 the	 USACE	 and	 RWQCB.	 	 A	
compensatory	mitigation	plan	would	also	be	required	in	compliance	with	the	Mitigation	Rule81.		With	
the	 proposed	mitigation	measure	 and	 compliance	 with	 existing	 regulations,	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

Based	on	observations	from	the	site	boundaries	and	aerial	imagery,	and	subject	to	an	AJD	from	USACE,	the	
East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 supports	 1.1	 acres	 of	 potential	 jurisdictional	 non‐wetland	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	
associated	 with	 two	 drainages	 that	 originate	 in	 the	 northern	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 and	 extend	 in	 an	
approximately	 southward	 direction	 (see	 Figure	 4.4‐14).	 	 One	 of	 the	 drainages	 conveys	 flows	 along	 the	
eastern	portion	of	the	site,	and	the	other	drainage	is	located	more	westerly,	herein	referred	to	as	the	eastern	
drainage	 and	 western	 drainage,	 respectively.	 	 Based	 on	 this,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 may	
permanently	impact	0.59	acre	(9,696	linear	feet)	of	jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.		The	entire	
reach	of	the	western	drainage	would	be	impacted,	totaling	approximately	0.39	acre	as	a	result	of	the	landfill	
footprint	 (0.37	 acre)	 and	 ancillary	 facilities/basins/tanks/flares	 (0.02	 acre).	 	 The	 western	 drainage	 is	
mapped	 as	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 in	 the	 upstream	portion,	 and	non‐native	 grassland	 in	 the	 southern	portion.		
Impacts	would	 also	occur	 to	 the	upstream	 reaches	of	 the	 eastern	drainage	mapped	as	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	
totaling	 0.2	 acre	 from	 the	 potential	 stockpile	 area.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 impacts	 represent	 approximately	 55	
percent	of	the	total	acreage	of	potential	jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.	on	the	East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	site.			

																																																													
81	 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
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The	 1993	 Site	 Feasibility	 Assessment	 noted	 disturbed	 wetland	 within	 the	 facilities	 area	 and	 a	 natural	
streambed	 that	 may	 support	 other	 minor	 wetlands.	 	 However,	 based	 on	 observations	 from	 the	 site	
boundaries	and	aerial	 imagery,	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	does	not	 currently	 support	any	permanent	
jurisdictional	wetland	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 on	 site,	 but	may	 support	 a	 potentially	USACE	 regulated	 seasonal	
wetland,	specifically	a	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex.	 	Mima	mounds	are	natural	mounds	that	are	low‐
lying	 and	domelike,	 and	 in	 the	northwest	Baja	 California	 and	western	 and	north	 central	 California	 region	
they	 can	 also	 be	 referred	 to	 as	 “hog	 wallow	 mounds”.	 	 The	 mounds	 are	 typically	 composed	 of	 loose,	
unstratified,	 and	 often	 gravelly	 sediment	 with	 a	 shallow	 bedrock,	 hardpan,	 claypan,	 or	 densely	 bedded	
gravel.		In	the	San	Diego	area,	mima	mounds	are	known	to	be	associated	with	vernal	pool	areas.		Vernal	pools	
occur	in	the	shallow	depressions	in	between	the	mima	mounds	that	fill	with	water	during	winter	rains.		The	
water	accumulates	below	the	soil	surface	and	above	an	impermeable	substrate	such	as	a	layer	of	hardpan,	
thereby	creating	a	seasonally	perched	water	table.		Permanent	water	tables	may	also	impede	drainage	in	the	
depressional	 areas,	 creating	 waterlogged	 soils	 conditions	 for	 prolonged	 periods.	 	 The	 potential	 mima	
mound‐vernal	pool	complex	on	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	totals	29.7	acres,	of	which	6.6	acres	(or	
22	 percent)	 of	 impacts	 are	 proposed	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 The	 presence/absence	 and	
boundary	limits	of	any	permanent	or	seasonal	wetlands	are	subject	to	confirmation	in	the	field.			

Indirect	 impacts	 to	potential	non‐wetland	 jurisdictional	waters	of	 the	U.S.	 could	also	occur	 to	 the	avoided	
downstream	portions	of	 the	eastern	drainage	 from	runoff	 flows	or	 sediment	affecting	water	quality.	 	This	
impact	would	be	addressed	by	 treating	any	 runoff	 flows	and	preventing	 sedimentation	pursuant	 to	water	
quality	 standards	 required	 through	 existing	 regulations,	which	 typically	 involve	 preparation	 of	 a	 SWPPP.		
Potential	indirect	impacts	could	also	occur	to	portions	of	the	potential	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex	not	
proposed	for	impacts	based	on	alterations	to	surface	and	sub‐surface	hydrology	supporting	the	vernal	pools.		
No	 temporary	 impacts	 to	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 are	 anticipated	 as	 part	 of	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	
Alternative.							

Direct	 and/or	 indirect	 permanent	 impacts	 to	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 would	 require	 regulatory	
approval	 and	 permitting	 from	 the	 USACE	 and	 RWQCB	 pursuant	 to	 Sections	 404	 and	 401	 of	 the	 CWA,	
respectively,	 including	mitigation	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	and	compliance	with	33	CFR	Parts	325	and	332	
(herein	referred	to	as	the	“Mitigation	Rule”).82		The	amount	of	compensatory	mitigation	would	be	determined	
by	USACE	through	the	permitting	process	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule.		A	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	
requiring	preparation	of	a	mitigation	plan	in	compliance	with	the	Mitigation	Rule.		Compliance	would	also	be	
required	 with	 existing	 regulations	 for	 water	 quality	 standards,	 which	 typically	 involves	 preparation	 of	 a	
SWPPP.	 	 With	 the	 mitigation	 measure	 and	 compliance	 with	 existing	 regulations,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.		

Mitigation Measures 

Through	compliance	with	existing	regulations	for	water	quality	standards,	the	CWA,	and	the	Mitigation	Rule	
pursuant	to	the	mitigation	measure	proposed	below	(MM	East	Otay	Bio‐1),	the	East	Otay	Alternative	would	
not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.			

																																																													
82	 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
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MM	 East	 Otay	 Bio‐1:	 A	 plan	 shall	 be	 prepared	 that	 outlines	 compensatory	 mitigation	 for	
unavoidable	 impacts	to	 jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule,	
33	CFR	Parts	325	and	332.	 	The	compensatory	mitigation	shall	replace	aquatic	resource	
functions	lost	to	the	extent	practicable.		The	amount	of	compensatory	mitigation	shall	be	
determined	 pursuant	 to	 the	Mitigation	 Rule.	 	 The	 plan	 shall	 be	 approved	 by	 USACE	 in	
writing,	and	shall	be	used	as	mitigation	pursuant	to	the	Section	404	permitting	process.		

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a	
substantial	 loss	of	native	vegetation	and/or	plant	populations	defined	by	 the	County	of	San	Diego	as	rare	or	
endangered	and/or	impact	sensitive	habitat	which	is	regionally	limited.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2:	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	 result	 in	 the	 removal	of	
native	vegetation,	 including	162.5	acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat,	and	 is	known	to	support	 five	
sensitive	 plants	 on	 Lists	 A	 and	 B	 of	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	 Sensitive	 Plant	 List.	 	 These	 include	
variegated	dudleya,	San	Diego	coast	barrel	cactus,	San	Diego	marsh	elder,	Cleveland’s	golden	star,	
and	 Tecate	 cypress;	 the	 alternative	 site	 also	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 support	Otay	 tarplant.	 	 Specific	
location	information	for	sensitive	plants	on	the	alternative	site	is	not	available	and,	as	such,	impacts	
could	not	be	assessed.		In	addition	to	native	habitat	and	sensitive	plants,	the	site	supports	a	potential	
mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex,	which	is	considered	a	regionally	limited	sensitive	habitat,	and	to	
which	6.6	acres	of	impacts	would	occur.		A	proposed	mitigation	measure	would	result	in	a	net	gain	of	
native	habitat	through	establishment	or	enhancement	at	a	minimum	1.5:1	impact	to	mitigation	ratio	
for	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 impacts.	 	Mitigation	 is	 also	 proposed	 should	 avoidance	 of	 greater	 than	 80	
percent	 of	 sensitive	plant	populations	not	be	 feasible.	 	Mitigation	 for	 the	potential	mima	mound‐
vernal	pool	complex	would	be	required	by	USACE,	if	determined	jurisdictional	(see	Impact	Statement	
East	Otay	BIO‐1),	and	in‐kind	mitigation	would	also	be	required	pursuant	to	the	South	County	Plan	at	
a	 2:1	 ratio	 totaling	 13.2	 acres.	 	 A	mitigation	measure	 is	 proposed	 to	 provide	 on	 site	 or	 off	 site	
mitigation,	 if	 feasible	 and	 if	 the	 presence	 of	 the	mima	mound‐vernal	 pool	 complex	 is	 confirmed.		
Therefore,	with	 implementation	of	 the	mitigation	measures,	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	
not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	native	vegetation,	sensitive	plant	populations,	or	regionally	
limited	sensitive	habitat.		However,	if	mitigation	for	impacts	to	the	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex	
is	determined	 infeasible,	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 a	 regionally	 limited	 sensitive	habitat	 could	
occur.			

Native Vegetation 

Coastal	Sage	Scrub:	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	result	 in	the	removal	of	162.5	acres	of	the	total	
255	acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	on	the	site.	 	These	impacts	would	occur	primarily	as	a	result	of	the	
landfill	footprint	(116	acres),	in	addition	to	the	potential	stockpile	area	(46.5	acres)	(see	Figure	4.4‐14),	and	
would	represent	approximately	63	percent	of	the	total	coastal	sage	scrub	on	the	site.	 	Mitigation	would	be	
required	 to	 compensate	 for	 this	 impact	 consistent	 with	 the	 South	 County	 Plan,	 including	 in	 perpetuity	
preservation	of	coastal	sage	scrub	or	other	Tier	I	or	Tier	II	habitat	at	a	minimum	1.5:1	ratio	totaling	243.8	
acres.	 	 On	 site	 areas	 available	 for	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 are	 likely	 limited	 due	 to	 the	 proposed	
design	 of	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 and	 the	 availability	 of	 only	 five	 acres	 of	 disturbed	 areas	 not	
proposed	 for	 impacts.	 	 If	 on‐site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 is	 determined	 infeasible	 due	 to	 site	
conditions	that	could	not	be	assessed	as	part	of	this	analysis,	or	insufficient	acreage	is	available	on	site,	off	
site	acquisition	could	occur	anywhere	within	the	unincorporated	area	of	San	Diego	County.		The	acquisition	
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could	 include	 direct	 purchase	 or	 mitigation	 credits	 from	 a	 habitat	 manager,	 mitigation	 bank,	 or	
environmental	 group.	 	 A	 conservation	 easement	 would	 be	 required	 to	 permanently	 protect	 the	 resource	
either	on‐	or	off‐	site.		This	mitigation	would	provide	a	net	acreage	increase	of	81.3	acres	of	habitat,	totaling	
243.8	acres	of	preservation.	 	A	 total	of	92.5	acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub	would	also	be	avoided	by	 the	East	
Otay	Mesa	 Alternative,	 and	may	 be	 available	 for	 on	 site	 preservation.	 	 The	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 is	
required	to	provide	110	acres	of	on	site	open	space	pursuant	to	Proposition	A;	preservation	and/or	on	site	
establishment/enhancement	may	occur	within	the	open	space,	if	feasible.		Therefore,	with	implementation	of	
the	proposed	mitigation,	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	would	occur.	

Sensitive Plant Populations 

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	is	known	to	support	ten	sensitive	plant	species,	of	which	five	are	designated	
by	the	County	of	San	Diego	as	rare	or	endangered	(Lists	A	and	B	of	the	County	of	San	Diego	Sensitive	Plant	
List).	 	These	species	 include	variegated	dudleya	 (List	A),	San	Diego	coast	barrel	 cactus	 (List	B),	San	Diego	
marsh	elder	(List	B),	Cleveland’s	golden	star	(List	A),	and	Tecate	cypress	(List	A).		Tecate	cypress	was	noted	
as	being	present	along	a	drainage	and	adjacent	slopes	in	 less	moist	areas,	and	the	remaining	plant	species	
were	observed	 scattered	 throughout	 the	 site	predominately	 in	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	on	 south‐facing	aspects.		
However,	no	 information	 is	available	on	the	specific	 locations	of	 these	species	 in	order	to	determine	 if	 the	
East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	 result	 in	 any	 impacts.	 	 Therefore,	 focused	 rare	 plant	 surveys	would	 be	
required	 to	 determine	 the	 location	 and	 population	 sizes	 of	 the	 above	 listed	 species,	 and	 to	 confirm	 the	
absence	of	any	other	County	of	San	Diego	listed	plant	species.	 	Once	the	focused	surveys	are	complete,	the	
East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	need	to	consider	the	feasibility	of	avoiding	greater	than	80	percent	of	any	
County	of	San	Diego	sensitive	plant	populations	observed.		If	avoidance	is	not	feasible,	mitigation	would	be	
required	that	could	comprise	reestablishing	the	population	either	on	site	or	off	site	through	transplanting	or	
seeding,	if	feasible,	or	through	off	site	preservation	or	enhancement.		Through	avoidance	or	implementation	
of	mitigation,	 if	required,	the	alternative	would	not	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	with	regard	to	the	
direct	loss	of	County	of	San	Diego	sensitive	plant	populations.	

Regionally Limited Sensitive Habitats 

As	 described	 under	 Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐1,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 site	 supports	 a	
potential	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex	totaling	29.7	acres,	of	which	6.6	acres	(or	22	percent)	of	impacts	
are	 proposed	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 (see	 Figure	 4.4‐14).	 	 The	 presence	 and	 acreage	 of	 the	
potential	 mima	mound‐vernal	 pool	 complex	 is	 subject	 to	 confirmation	 in	 the	 field.	 	 In	 addition	 to	 direct	
impacts,	 potential	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 portions	 of	 the	 potential	 mima	 mound‐vernal	 pool	 complex	 not	
proposed	for	impacts	could	occur	based	on	alterations	to	surface	and	sub‐surface	hydrology	supporting	the	
vernal	 pools.	 	 Both	mima	mounds	 and	 vernal	 pools	 have	 regionally	 limited	 distribution	 based	 on	 unique	
requirements	 for	 their	 existence,	 specifically	 an	 impermeable	 substrate	 within	 a	 depressional	 area	 that	
ponds	during	rain	events	for	the	establishment	of	vernal	pools.					

The	South	County	Plan	and	associated	Biological	Mitigation	Ordinance	require	that	impacts	to	vernal	pools	
and	 their	watersheds	 in	 naturally	 occurring	 complexes	 and	wetlands	 be	 avoided	 to	 the	maximum	 extent	
practicable.		Wetlands,	including	vernal	pools,	are	considered	Tier	I	habitats	that	require	in‐kind	mitigation	
within	the	South	County	Plan	area	at	a	2:1	ratio,	for	a	total	of	13.2	acres.		The	vernal	pools	on	the	East	Otay	
Alternative	 site	 may	 also	 support	 San	 Diego	 fairy	 shrimp	 and	 the	 Riverside	 fairy	 shrimp	 (see	 Impact	
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Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐5).		The	East	Otay	Mesa	alternative	site	is	within	an	amendment	area	that	does	not	
currently	 have	 take	 authorization	 under	 the	 South	 County	 Plan;	 take	 authorization	 for	 species	 and	 their	
habitats	 may	 only	 be	 issued	 after	 approval	 by	 the	 wildlife	 agencies	 through	 the	 amendment	 process.		
Authorization	for	impacts	to	the	potential	vernal	pool	may	also	require	404	permitting	through	the	USACE,	if	
the	feature	is	determined	to	be	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S	(see	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐1).	

Mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complexes	have	unique	requirements	to	establish,	which	for	vernal	pools	includes	
an	impermeable	substrate	within	a	depressional	area	that	seasonally	ponds.		With	regards	to	mima	mounds,	
they	are	various	theories	on	how	these	habitats	were	created	but	no	conclusion	has	been	drawn	to‐date.		As	
such,	 re‐creating	 mima	 mounds	 would	 likely	 be	 difficult,	 and	 vernal	 pool	 establishment	 is	 known	 to	 be	
challenging	based	on	the	specific	conditions	required	for	their	establishment	and	the	need	for	appropriate	
hydrology.		Conditions	on	site	within	the	avoided	disturbed	and	non‐native	grassland	areas	would	need	to	be	
assessed	to	determine	suitability	for	establishment	of	mima	mounds	and	vernal	pools.		If	those	areas	do	not	
support	suitable	soils	or	hydrology,	off	 site	mitigation	options	would	need	 to	be	evaluated.	 	Currently,	 the	
only	 approved	 mitigation	 bank	 for	 wetlands	 habitats	 in	 south	 San	 Diego	 County	 is	 the	 Rancho	 Jamul	
Wetlands	Mitigation	Bank,	which	 does	 not	 currently	 offer	mima	mound‐vernal	 pool	mitigation	 credits.	 	 A	
mitigation	measure	 is	proposed	for	on	or	off	site	mitigation	to	compensate	 for	direct	 impacts	to	the	mima	
mound‐vernal	 pool	 complex,	 subject	 to	 approval	 by	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 and	 wildlife	 agencies.	 	 In	
addition,	design	 features	would	need	 to	be	 incorporated	 into	 the	alternative	 to	maintain	hydrology	 to	 the	
mima	 mound‐vernal	 pool	 complex.	 	 With	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	 mitigation,	 impacts	 to	 the	
potential	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.		However,	if	the	
mitigation	is	not	feasible,	impacts	could	result	in	potentially	significant	adverse	effects	to	a	regionally	limited	
sensitive	habitat.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measure	proposed	below,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	
not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	native	vegetation,	sensitive	plant	populations,	or	regionally	limited	
sensitive	habitats.			

MM	East	Otay	Bio‐2:	Impacts	to	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	ratio	of	
1.5:1	through	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	of	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	or	other	
Tier	 I	 or	Tier	 II	 habitat,	 and/or	 the	 off	 site	 acquisition	 of	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	habitat	 or	
other	Tier	I	or	II	habitat.		On	site	establishment	or	enhancement	will	occur	within	the	110	
acres	of	open	space	required	for	Proposition	A,	if	feasible.	 	Off	site	acquisition	shall	only	
occur	 if	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 is	 determined	 infeasible,	 or	 insufficient	
acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site.	 	 Off	 site	 acquisitions	 may	 occur	 either	 through	 a	 direct	
purchase	 or	 through	 mitigation	 credits	 from	 a	 habitat	 manager,	 mitigation	 bank,	 or	
environmental	 group.	 	 The	 on	 site	 or	 off	 site	 areas	 shall	 be	 preserved	 in	 perpetuity.		
Implementation	 of	 this	 mitigation	 shall	 be	 prior	 to	 or	 concurrent	 with	 the	 first	
construction	 that	 impacts	coastal	 sage	scrub,	or	as	determined	 in	consultation	with	 the	
appropriate	agencies.	

MM	East	Otay	Bio‐3:	County	of	San	Diego	Lists	A	and	B	sensitive	plant	populations	shall	be	avoided,	
if	 feasible.	 	 If	 avoidance	 of	 greater	 than	 80	 percent	 of	 any	 population	 is	 not	 feasible,	
mitigation	 shall	 consist	 of	 reestablishing	 the	 population	 on	 site	 or	 off	 site	 through	
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transplantation	or	collecting	seed.		The	suitability	of	transplanting	or	seed	collection,	and	
the	 selection	 of	 a	 suitable	 site,	 shall	 be	 determined	 by	 a	 qualified	 biologist	 with	
experience	 in	 restoration	 of	 sensitive	 plants.	 	 If	 reestablishing	 the	 population	 is	
determined	infeasible	by	the	biologist	for	reasons	including,	but	not	limited	to,	the	lack	of	
a	 suitable	 site	 or	 low	 or	 unknown	 success	 of	 transplanting/seeding	 methods,	 off	 site	
preservation	of	an	existing	population,	or	enhancement	of	an	existing	population	(such	as	
weed	 control),	 shall	 be	 considered	 through	 a	 habitat	 manager,	 mitigation	 bank,	 or	
environmental	 group.	 	 The	 on	 site	 or	 off	 site	 areas	 shall	 be	 preserved	 in	 perpetuity.		
Implementation	 of	 this	 mitigation	 shall	 be	 prior	 to	 or	 concurrent	 with	 the	 first	
construction	that	impacts	the	sensitive	plant	population,	or	as	determined	in	consultation	
with	the	appropriate	agencies.	

MM	East	Otay	Bio‐4:	Impacts	to	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	
ratio	of	2:1	through	on	site	establishment	or	enhancement	of	in‐kind	habitat,	and/or	the	
off	 site	acquisition	of	 in‐kind	habitat.	 	On	site	establishment	or	enhancement	will	occur	
within	 the	 110	 acres	 of	 open	 space	 required	 for	 Proposition	 A,	 if	 feasible.	 	 Off	 site	
acquisition	 shall	 only	 occur	 if	 on	 site	 establishment	 or	 enhancement	 is	 determined	
infeasible,	 or	 insufficient	 acreage	 is	 available	 on	 site.	 	 Off	 site	 acquisitions	 may	 occur	
either	 through	a	direct	purchase	or	 through	mitigation	credits	 from	a	habitat	manager,	
mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	on	site	or	off	site	areas	shall	be	preserved	
in	perpetuity.		Implementation	of	this	mitigation	shall	be	prior	to	or	concurrent	with	the	
first	 construction	 that	 impacts	mima	mound‐vernal	 pool	 complex,	 or	 as	 determined	 in	
consultation	with	the	appropriate	agencies.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	that	leads	to	an	adverse	modification	of	its	habitat.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐3:	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	result	in	direct	impacts	to	
designated	critical	habitat	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly,	Riverside	
fairy	shrimp,	and	Otay	tarplant.		Mitigation	is	proposed	by	the	alternative	to	compensate	for	impacts	
to	 native	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 and	 potential	 mima	 mound‐vernal	 pool	 complex	 (subject	 to	 field	
confirmation),	which	is	potentially	suitable	habitat	for	these	species.		Mitigation	is	also	proposed	for	
non‐native	grassland	at	a	0.5:1	ratio	 in	compliance	with	the	South	County	Plan.	 	The	establishment	
and/or	enhancement	of	 these	 communities	would	 result	 in	a	net	gain	of	habitat	 for	 these	 species.		
Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	to	designated	critical	habitat.			

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	supports	USFWS	mapped	designated	critical	habitat	for	four	federal‐	and/or	
state‐listed	 species,	 namely	 Quino	 checkerspot	 butterfly,	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher,	 Riverside	 fairy	
shrimp,	and	Otay	tarplant	(see	Figure	4.4‐14).		Designated	critical	habitat	for	San	Diego	fairy	shrimp	mapped	
on	site	 in	200783	was	vacated	 in	2011	pursuant	 to	a	District	Court	Order.84	 	 In	 the	absence	of	an	available	
map,	it	was	assumed	for	this	analysis	that	the	designated	critical	habitat	was	vacated	entirely	from	the	site.		
Therefore,	the	alternative	would	impact	designated	critical	habitat	for	these	species	as	follows:	

																																																													
83	 FR	72,	70648‐70714,	December	12,	2007.	
84	 Otay	Mesa	Property	L.P.,	et	al.,	vs	U.S.	Department	of	the	Interior,	et	al.		Civil	Action	No.	08‐383	(RMC).		Filed	September	20,	2011.		
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 213.2	 acres	 of	 the	 total	 344.2	 acres	 of	 Quino	 checkerspot	 butterfly	 designated	 critical	 habitat	
primarily	as	a	result	of	the	landfill	footprint,	in	addition	to	the	potential	stockpile	area	and	ancillary	
facilities.		Impacts	would	occur	to	designated	critical	habitat	primarily	mapped	as	coastal	sage	scrub,	
in	addition	to	non‐native	grassland	and	a	small	area	of	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex;	

 150.6	 acres	 of	 the	 total	 222.3	 acres	 of	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 designated	 critical	 habitat	
primarily	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 potential	 stockpile	 area.	 	 Impacts	
would	occur	to	designated	critical	habitat	mapped	as	coastal	sage	scrub;	

 29.1	acres	of	the	total	43.7	acres	of	Riverside	fairy	shrimp	designated	critical	habitat	primarily	as	a	
result	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 ancillary	 facilities.	 	 Impacts	 would	 occur	 to	
designated	critical	habitat	mapped	as	primarily	non‐native	grassland,	 in	addition	to	a	small	area	of	
mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex;	and	

 0.2	 acre	 of	 the	 total	 0.3	 acre	 of	 Otay	 tarplant	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 landfill	
footprint.		Impacts	would	occur	to	designated	critical	habitat	mapped	as	coastal	sage	scrub.	

The	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 proposes	 mitigation	 to	 compensate	 for	 impacts	 to	 native	 vegetation	
consistent	with	 the	 South	 County	 Plan	 that	 is	 potentially	 suitable	 habitat	 for	 the	 above	 species,	 including	
coastal	 sage	scrub	at	a	1.5:1	 ratio,	and	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	 complex	at	a	2:1	 ratio	 if	presence	of	 this	
habitat	is	confirmed	in	the	field	(see	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2).		This	mitigation	would	provide	a	net	
gain	of	potential	habitat	for	these	species.		In	addition,	mitigation	is	proposed	to	compensate	for	impacts	to	
non‐native	 grassland,	 which	 is	 within	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 Quino	 checkerspot	 butterfly	 and	
Riverside	 fairy	shrimp.	 	The	remaining	designated	critical	habitat	 for	all	 species	not	proposed	 for	 impacts	
could	 be	 available	 for	 on‐site	 preservation.	 	 Therefore,	with	 this	mitigation,	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	
would	 occur	 to	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 Quino	 checkerspot	 butterfly,	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher,	
Riverside	fairy	shrimp,	and	Otay	tarplant.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 mitigation	 measure	 outlined	 in	 Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐2,	 and	 the	
mitigation	proposed	below,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	
designated	critical	habitat.			

MM	East	Otay	Bio‐5:	Impacts	to	non‐native	grassland	that	are	not	occupied	by	burrowing	owl	shall	
be	mitigated	at	a	minimum	0.5:1	ratio	 through	off	site	acquisition	of	any	habitat	within	
Tier	 I,	 II	or	 III.	 	Off	 site	acquisitions	may	occur	anywhere	within	 the	South	County	Plan	
area	and	a	conservation	easement	shall	be	placed	across	the	area	to	permanently	protect	
the	resource.		Off	site	acquisitions	may	occur	either	through	a	direct	purchase	or	through	
mitigation	credits	from	a	habitat	manager,	mitigation	bank,	or	environmental	group.		The	
landfill	operator	shall	prepare	and	submit	for	approval	a	Habitat	Resource	Management	
Plan	or	equivalent	with	respect	to	any	off	site	properties	for	which	management	practices	
in	 accordance	 with	 County	 requirements	 have	 not	 already	 been	 established.	 	 The	
implementation	 of	 this	 mitigation	 shall	 be	 prior	 to	 or	 concurrent	 with	 the	 first	
construction	 that	disturbs	 the	non‐native	 grassland	habitat	on	 site	or	 as	determined	 in	
consultation	with	 the	 resource	 agencies.	 	 Impacts	 to	 non‐native	 grassland	 occupied	 by	
burrowing	owl	shall	be	implemented	pursuant	to	MM	East	Otay	Mesa	Bio‐8.	
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Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	permanent	disturbance	of	wildlife	movement	or	disruption	for	an	extended	period	that	would	lead	
to	a	disruption	in	gene	flow.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐4:	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	 is	within	Category	D	of	 the	
LCBCI,	which	 is	 considered	 the	 least	 critical	opportunity	area	 for	a	wildlife	 linkage	along	 the	U.S.‐
Mexico	 border.	 	 Any	 current	wildlife	movement	 is	 anticipated	 to	 be	 limited	 to	 bird	 species,	 and	
potentially	 small	mammals	 that	may	 cross	 under	 the	 border	 fence	 through	 the	metal	 grid	 of	 an	
existing	culvert.		The	site	would	provide	habitat	for	local	wildlife,	including	avoided	areas	supporting	
coastal	sage	scrub,	the	potential	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex,	and	non‐native	grassland.		Since	
any	existing	wildlife	movement	is	anticipated	to	be	limited,	and	because	portions	of	the	site	would	be	
left	 undeveloped	 and	 support	 potential	 habitat	 for	 local	wildlife,	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	
wildlife	movement	are	anticipated.	

The	 South	Coast	Missing	 Linkages	 study	 identifies	 that	wildlife	 linkages	 are	 being	 implemented	 along	 the	
U.S.‐Mexico	 border	 in	 San	Diego	 as	 part	 of	 the	 LCBCI.85	 	 This	 initiative	 is	 led	 by	The	Nature	Conservancy,	
Conservation	 Biology	 Institute,	 Pronatura,	 and	 Terra	 Peninsular,	 with	 assistance	 from	 the	 other	 agencies	
such	as	the	Back	Country	Land	Trust,	California	State	Parks,	Bureau	of	Land	Management,	and	others.		As	a	
result	of	the	LCBCI,	priority	areas	for	the	linkage	have	been	identified,	and	approximately	3,500	acres	of	land	
have	already	been	conserved.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	within	Category	D	of	the	LCBCI,	which	is	
considered	the	least	critical	opportunity	area	along	the	U.S.‐Mexico	border	for	a	linkage.86		Category	D	areas	
are	dominated	by	urban	communities	and	intensive	agriculture	such	as	orchards,	dairies,	and	vineyards,	or	
are	 in	 areas	where	development	 is	 anticipated.	 	 The	 alternative	 site	 is	 located	 approximately	 one	quarter	
mile	north	of	the	U.S.‐Mexico	border.		At	this	location,	the	border	is	protected	with	a	solid	double	fence	that	
has	no	gaps	that	would	allow	for	wildlife	movement.		One	culvert	exists	under	the	fence,	but	is	blocked	by	a	
metal	grid.		Therefore,	in	the	current	condition,	wildlife	movement	would	be	limited	to	birds	and	potentially	
small	mammals	 that	may	 be	 able	 to	 pass	 through	 the	 culvert	 grid.	 	Wildlife	movement	 is	 expected	 to	 be	
limited	 since	 development	 exists	 on	 the	 Mexico	 side	 of	 the	 border,	 including	 industrial	 and	 residential	
developments.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 1993	 Site	 Feasibility	 Assessment	 concluded	 that	 no	 critical	 wildlife	
corridors	occur	on	the	site.			

The	LCBCI	conservation	and	management	objectives	for	Category	D	state	that	conservation	and	management	
efforts	should	be	focused	on	“…	riparian	greenbelts	and	other	open	areas	that	improve	air	and	water	quality,	
enhance	 human	 health	 and	 quality	 of	 life,	 and	 protect	 isolated	 resources	 (e.g.,	 vernal	 pools)	 and	 local	
wildlife.”		Riparian	habitat	does	not	occur	on	the	East	Otay	Alternative	site,	but	the	alternative	would	leave	
the	downstream	portion	of	 the	 eastern	drainage	 that	 supports	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	habitat	 undeveloped,	 in	
addition	 to	 the	potential	mima	mounds	 supporting	vernal	pools	and	non‐native	grassland	 in	 the	 southern	
portion	of	the	site.		These	undeveloped	areas	would	allow	for	wildlife	movement	in	the	eastern	and	southern	
portion	of	the	site,	but	due	to	the	landfill	footprint	and	potential	stockpile	area,	any	existing	movement	in	a	
north‐south	direction	would	be	disrupted.		However,	as	mentioned	above,	wildlife	movement	in	this	area	is	
anticipated	to	be	limited	due	to	the	fencing	along	the	U.S.‐Mexico	border	and	the	existing	development	south	

																																																													
85	 Conservation	 Biology	 Institute.	 2004.	 Las	 California	 Binational	 Conservation	 Initiative,	 A	 Vision	 for	Habitat	 Conservation	 in	 the	

Border	 Region	 of	 California	 and	 Baja	 California.	 September	 2004.	 Available	 at:	
http://static.consbio.org/media/reports/files/lcbi_report.pdf	

86	 http://app.databasin.org/app/pages/search.jsp#type=dataset&query=California%20Linkages&sortField=relevance	
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of	 the	border.	 	The	undeveloped	vernal	pool	 and	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	areas	would	provide	habitat	 for	 local	
wildlife	 consistent	 with	 the	 LCBCI	 Category	 D	 conservation	 and	 management	 objectives,	 including	 any	
movement	of	bird	species	that	currently	occurs.	 	Based	on	the	existing	barriers	to	movement	 in	the	south,	
the	 site	 is	 not	 likely	 to	 function	 as	 an	 important	 regional	wildlife	 corridor,	 but	 the	 alternative	would	 still	
provide	habitat	for	local	wildlife	movement	within	the	site	and	migrating	bird	species.		Therefore,	significant	
adverse	effects	to	wildlife	movement	would	not	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 wildlife	 movement	 would	 occur	 due	 to	 existing	 barriers	 to	 wildlife	
movement	at	the	U.S.‐Mexico	border	approximately	a	quarter	mile	south	of	the	site,	and	development	on	the	
south	side	of	the	border.	No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significantly	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	
substantial	direct	or	indirect	impacts	on	a	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	leading	to	a	jeopardy	opinion	for	one	
or	more	species.	

Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐5:	 The	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 could	 result	 in	 direct	 and/or	
indirect	 impacts	 to	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly,	and	Riverside	 fairy	
shrimp	 that	 have	 previously	 been	 documented	 on	 site.	 	 To	 compensate	 for	 these	 impacts,	 the	
alternative	would	 require	mitigation	 for	 these	 species.	 	 Surveys	 of	 the	 site	would	 be	 required	 to	
determine	if	these	or	any	additional	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	are	present	and,	if	observed,	may	
require	additional	mitigation.		With	mitigation,	impacts	to	these	species	are	not	anticipated	to	result	
in	significant	adverse	effects.	

As	 outlined	 in	 Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐3,	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 site	 is	 mapped	 as	
designated	critical	habitat	for	the	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly,	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	Riverside	fairy	
shrimp,	 and	Otay	 tarplant,	 and	 therefore	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 support	 these	 species	 on	 site.	 	One	 of	 these	
species,	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	was	documented	in	the	1993	Site	Feasibility	Assessment	as	occurring	
on	site,	with	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly	and	Riverside	fairy	shrimp	documented	by	CNDDB	as	occurring	on	
site.		However,	the	exact	location	of	known	observations	is	not	available,	and	recent	surveys	of	the	site	have	
not	been	conducted.	 	Therefore,	 further	assessments	for	these	species	would	be	required	to	determine	the	
presence	of	suitable	habitat	and	the	need	for	focused	surveys.		Direct	or	indirect	impacts	to	any	of	the	above‐
mentioned	species	would	require	mitigation.		Any	required	mitigation	is	anticipated	to	be	comparable	to	the	
design	 features	 for	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative,	 as	 applicable.	 	 Surveys	 of	 the	 site	would	 also	 be	
required	 to	 determine	 if	 any	 additional	 state‐	 or	 federal‐listed	 species	 are	 present	 and,	 if	 observed,	may	
require	 additional	 mitigation.	 	 Potential	 impacts	 for	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher,	 Quino	 checkerspot	
butterfly,	fairy	shrimp,	and	other	species	are	summarized	below.	

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Potential	 impacts	 to	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 could	 include	 both	 direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts,	 if	 this	
species	 is	 determined	 present	 on	 the	 site.	 	 Direct	 impacts	 include	 loss	 of	 individuals	 from	 construction	
activities,	and	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	(see	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐3).		Mitigation	would	be	
required	 to	 avoid	 loss	 of	 individuals,	 specifically	 clearing	 habitat	 outside	 the	 breeding	 season.	 	 Indirect	
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impacts	 to	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 could	 occur	 from	 predator	 species,	 invasive	 plant	 species,	 and	
increased	noise,	as	discussed	below.	

 Predator	 Species:	 Predators	 such	 as	 gulls,	 ravens,	 crows	 and	 raccoons	 may	 be	 attracted	 to	 the	
landfill	 from	 waste.	 	 This	 impact	 would	 be	 addressed	 through	 the	 design	 features	 discussed	 in	
subsection	4.4.9.2	above,	including	litter	control	and	vector	control.			

 Invasive	 Plant	 Species:	 Invasive	 non‐native	 plant	 species	 may	 colonize	 native	 vegetation	
communities	through	dumping	of	green	waste.		This	could	lead	to	native	species	being	outcompeted,	
which	 would	 reduce	 the	 availability	 of	 remaining	 habitat	 on	 the	 site	 for	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher.	 	This	 impact	would	be	addressed	 through	 the	design	 features	discussed	 in	subsection	
4.4.9.2	above,	including	appropriate	green	waste	disposal.			

 Increased	Noise:	Since	birds	are	dependent	upon	sound	for	communication	and	can	be	sensitive	to	
noise,	noise	associated	with	the	construction	and	landfill	operations	could	have	a	permanent	indirect	
effect	on	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	during	their	breeding	season	(reduced	fitness).	 	This	impact	
would	require	mitigation	to	reduce	noise	 impacts,	such	as	operational	changes,	noise	barriers,	and	
monitoring	to	ensure	noise	levels	are	maintained.		A	proposed	mitigation	measure	is	outlined	below.	

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly 

Potential	 impacts	 to	 Quino	 checkerspot	 butterfly	 could	 include	 both	 direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts,	 if	 this	
species	 is	 determined	 present	 on	 the	 site.	 	 Species‐specific	 surveys	 would	 be	 required	 to	 confirm	 the	
presence	 or	 absence	 of	 Quino	 checkerspot	 butterfly	 on	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 alternative	 site,	 including	 a	
habitat	 assessment	 to	 identify	 the	 presence	 of	 suitable	 habitat	 and	 protocol‐level	 surveys	 to	 observe	 any	
individuals,	 if	 suitable	 habitat	 is	 present.	 	 Until	 the	 presence	 or	 absence	 of	 this	 species	 is	 determined,	
potential	 impacts	 and	 mitigation	 measures	 cannot	 be	 analyzed.	 	 Impacts	 to	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 habitat,	
totaling	 162.5	 acres,	 would	 be	 replaced	 pursuant	 to	 the	 mitigation	 measure	 proposed	 under	 Impact	
Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2,	and	impacts	to	designated	critical	habitat	are	discussed	under	Impact	Statement	
East	Otay	BIO‐3.		If	the	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly	is	observed	during	protocol‐level	surveys,	the	East	Otay	
Mesa	Alternative	would	need	to	consider	the	feasibility	of	avoiding	the	species.		If	avoidance	is	not	feasible,	
consultation	would	be	required	with	USFWS	to	determine	if	additional	mitigation	is	required.			

Fairy Shrimp 

Potential	impacts	to	fairy	shrimp,	specifically	Riverside	fairy	shrimp	and	potentially	San	Diego	fairy	shrimp,	
could	include	both	direct	and	indirect	impacts,	if	these	species	are	determined	present	on	the	East	Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	 site.	 	 Species‐specific	 surveys	would	 be	 required	 to	 confirm	 the	 presence	 or	 absence	 of	 these	
species,	including	a	habitat	assessment	to	identify	the	presence	of	suitable	habitat	and	protocol‐level	surveys	
to	observe	any	 individuals,	 if	suitable	habitat	 is	present.	 	Until	 the	presence	or	absence	of	 these	species	 is	
determined,	 potential	 impacts	 and	 mitigation	 measures	 cannot	 be	 analyzed.	 	 Impacts	 to	 Riverside	 fairy	
shrimp	designated	critical	habitat,	including	non‐native	grassland	and	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex,	is	
discussed	 under	 Impact	 Statement	 East	Otay	BIO‐3.	 	 If	 the	 Riverside	 fairy	 shrimp	 and/or	 San	Diego	 fairy	
shrimp	are	observed	during	protocol‐level	surveys,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	need	to	consider	
the	 feasibility	of	 avoiding	 these	 species.	 	 If	 avoidance	 is	not	 feasible,	 consultation	would	be	 required	with	
USFWS	to	determine	if	additional	mitigation	is	required.			
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Sensitive Plants 

Potential	impacts	to	populations	of	County	of	San	Diego	List	A	and	B	plant	species	are	analyzed	above	under	
Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2.		The	site	is	mapped	as	designated	critical	habitat	for	one	of	these	species	
that	 is	 also	 federally	 listed,	 namely	 Otay	 tarplant	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐3),	 and	 has	 the	
potential	to	support	this	species	based	on	the	presence	of	suitable	habitat.		Species‐specific	surveys	would	be	
required	 to	 confirm	 the	 presence	 or	 absence	 of	 Otay	 tarplant	 on	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 site,	
including	 a	 habitat	 assessment	 to	 identify	 the	 presence	 of	 suitable	 habitat	 and	 protocol‐level	 surveys	 to	
observe	 any	 individuals,	 if	 suitable	 habitat	 is	 present.	 	 Currently,	 a	 very	 small	 acreage	 (0.3	 acre)	 of	
designated	 critical	 habitat	 for	 this	 species	 is	mapped	 on	 site	within	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 along	 the	western	
boundary.	 	 Impacts	 to	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 habitat	 would	 be	 replaced	 pursuant	 to	 the	mitigation	measure	
proposed	under	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2.		If	any	individuals	of	Otay	tarplant	are	observed	during	
protocol‐level	surveys,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	need	to	consider	the	feasibility	of	avoiding	the	
species,	pursuant	to	the	mitigation	measure	proposed	under	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2.			

Other	 potential	 species	with	 List	 4	 CRPR	 ratings	 that	 are	 not	 on	 Lists	 A	 or	 B	 of	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	
Sensitive	 Plant	 List	 include	 San	 Diego	 sunflower,	 ashy	 Spike‐moss,	 western	 dichondra,	 spiny	 rush,	 and	
Coulter’s	matilija	poppy.	 	These	species	are	not	covered	by	 the	South	County	Plan,	but	 impacts	would	not	
result	in	significant	adverse	effects	based	on	the	extent	of	preserved	habitats	within	the	South	County	Plan	
and	the	relatively	low	sensitivity	of	the	species	based	on	their	listing	status.		Avoidance	of	native	vegetation	
on	site,	 and	 the	mitigation	proposed	 for	 impacts	 to	vegetation	communities,	 could	also	potentially	benefit	
these	 species	 including	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 (ashy	 spike‐moss,	 western	 dichondra,	 and	 coulter’s	 matilija	
poppy;	 see	 Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐2),	 and	 wetland	 habitats,	 if	 present	 (spiny	 rush;	 see	 Impact	
Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐1	 and	 Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐2);	 chaparral	 habitat	 for	 San	 Diego	
sunflower	is	not	present	on	site.		Therefore,	no	additional	mitigation	is	proposed.	

Other Sensitive Species  

Other	species	listed	in	subsection	4.4.9.1	above	could	be	impacted	from	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative,	and	
the	 significance	 of	 these	 impacts	 is	 summarized	 below.	 	 Based	 on	 a	 review	 of	 the	 1993	 Site	 Feasibility	
Assessment	and	the	CNDDB,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	is	not	known	or	expected	to	support	any	other	
sensitive,	unique	or	rare	species.			

Southern	California	rufous‐crowned	sparrow:	This	species	is	on	the	CDFG	Watch	List	and	is	on	the	County	of	
San	 Diego	 Sensitive	 Animal	 list	 (Group	 1).	 	 Direct	 impacts	 to	 individual	 birds	would	 be	 avoided	 through	
compliance	with	 the	MBTA,	 and	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 potentially	 suitable	 habitat	 for	 this	 species	would	 be	
mitigated,	namely	coastal	sage	scrub	(see	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2)	and	non‐native	grassland	(see	
Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐3).		Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	
and	no	additional	mitigation	is	proposed.	

Bell’s	sage	sparrow:		This	species	is	on	the	CDFG	Watch	List	and	on	the	County	of	San	Diego	Sensitive	Animal	
list	(Group	1).		Direct	impacts	to	individual	birds	would	be	avoided	through	compliance	with	the	MBTA,	and	
indirect	 impacts	 to	potentially	 suitable	habitat	would	be	mitigated,	namely	coastal	 sage	scrub	 (see	 Impact	
Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2)	and	non‐native	grassland	(see	 Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐3).	 	Therefore,	
the	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	and	no	additional	mitigation	is	proposed.	



December 2012     4.4  BIological Resources 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.4‐139	 	

	

Northern	 harrier:	 	 This	 species	 is	 a	 CDFG	 Species	 of	 Special	 Concern	 and	 is	 on	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	
Sensitive	Animal	 list	 (Group	1).	 	Direct	 impacts	 to	 individual	 birds	would	be	 avoided	 through	 compliance	
with	the	MBTA,	and	indirect	impacts	to	potentially	suitable	habitat	would	be	mitigated,	namely	coastal	sage	
scrub	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	 East	Otay	BIO‐2)	 and	non‐native	 grassland	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	 East	Otay	
BIO‐3).		Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	and	no	additional	mitigation	
is	proposed.	

Burrowing	 owl:	 	 This	 species	 is	 a	 CDFG	 Species	 of	 Special	 Concern	 and	 is	 on	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	
Sensitive	Animal	 list	 (Group	 1).	 	 The	 South	 County	 Plan	 also	 requires	 avoidance	 of	 burrowing	 owl	 (a	 CS)	
within	preserve	areas,	and	avoidance	to	the	maximum	extent	practicable	outside	of	the	preserve.		Pursuant	
to	the	South	County	Plan,	any	impacted	individuals	must	be	relocated	out	of	the	impact	area	using	passive	or	
active	 methodologies	 approved	 by	 the	 wildlife	 agencies,	 and	 occupied	 habitat	 must	 be	 through	 the	
conservation	 of	 occupied	 burrowing	 owl	 habitat	 or	 conservation	 of	 lands	 appropriate	 for	 restoration,	
management,	and	enhancement	of	burrowing	owl	nesting	and	 foraging	requirements.	 	However,	 since	 the	
East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	within	an	amendment	area	of	the	South	County	Plan	that	is	not	authorized	
for	take	of	covered	species,	the	determination	of	whether	this	species	must	be	avoided	or	whether	it	can	be	
relocated	is	subject	to	approval	by	the	wildlife	agencies	(CDFG	and	USFWS)	through	the	amendment	process.		
If	 the	 species	 is	 identified	 within	 the	 impact	 area	 following	 focused	 surveys,	 and	 the	 agencies	 approve	
relocation	of	the	species,	habitat	mitigation	is	proposed	in	compliance	with	the	South	County	Plan.	

Golden	Eagle:	An	analysis	of	potential	impacts	to	this	species	is	provided	below	under	Impact	Statement	East	
Otay	BIO‐6.		

Coast	 Horned	 Lizard:	 This	 species	 is	 adequately	 covered	 by	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	MSCP	 and,	 as	 such,	 no	
adverse	effects	would	occur	and	no	additional	mitigation	is	proposed.		However,	since	the	alternative	site	is	
within	an	amendment	area	that	is	not	authorized	for	take	of	covered	species,	this	determination	is	subject	to	
approval	by	the	wildlife	agencies	(CDFG	and	USFWS).	

This	 species	 is	 a	CDFG	Species	of	 Special	Concern	and	 is	on	 the	County	of	 San	Diego	Sensitive	Animal	 list	
(Group	 2).	 	 Indirect	 impacts	 to	 potentially	 suitable	 habitat	 for	 this	 species	 would	 be	 mitigated,	 namely	
coastal	 sage	 scrub	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐2).	 	 With	 this	 mitigation,	 and	 based	 on	 the	 low	
sensitivity	 of	 this	 species,	 the	 alternative	would	not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 and	no	 additional	
mitigation	is	proposed.	

Mitigation Measures   

With	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 mitigation	 measures	 proposed	 below,	 the	 design	 features	 described	 in	
subsection	4.4.9.2	above,	and	compliance	with	existing	laws	and	regulations,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	on	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	or	their	habitats	(assuming	
these	species	are	present).		If	surveys	of	the	site	determine	the	presence	of	any	additional	state‐	or	federal‐
listed	species,	additional	mitigation	may	be	required.	

Coastal California Gnatcatcher (if present on site) 

MM	 East	 Otay	 Bio‐6:	 Removal	 of	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 habitat	 shall	 occur	 outside	 the	
breeding	season	(March	1	to	August	15)	to	avoid	direct	loss	of	individual	birds.	
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MM	East	Otay	Bio‐7:	Daily	noise	monitoring	shall	be	conducted	by	a	qualified	acoustician	between	
March	15	and	June	30	during	initial	construction	or	landfill	operations	to	verify	that	noise	
levels	are	below	60	dBA	Leq	in	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	habitat.		If	the	60	dBA	Leq	is	
exceeded,	 the	 acoustician	 shall	 work	 with	 the	 construction	 contractor	 to	 make	
operational	changes	and/or	barriers	designed	by	the	acoustician	shall	be	installed	prior	
to	March	15	or	immediately	if	during	the	breeding	season,	to	reduce	noise	levels	during	
the	breeding	season.		Weekly	noise	monitoring	shall	occur	following	operational	changes	
and/or	installation	of	barriers	to	ensure	their	effectiveness.		If	ineffective,	the	acoustician	
shall	work	with	the	construction	contractor	to	make	additional	operational	changes	or	to	
install	other	barriers	that	would	reduce	noise	levels	to	less	than	60	dBA	Leq.			

Burrowing Owl (if present on site and relocation is approved by the wildlife agencies) 

MM	East	Otay	Bio‐8:	Impacts	to	burrowing	owl	habitat	shall	be	avoided	to	the	maximum	practicable.		
If	impacts	are	unavoidable,	any	impacted	individuals	must	be	relocated	out	of	the	impact	
area	using	passive	or	active	methods	as	approved	by	the	wildlife	agencies.		Mitigation	for	
occupied	habitat	would	also	be	required	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	 for	 the	territory	of	 the	
burrowing	 owl,	 through	 the	 conservation	 of	 occupied	 burrowing	 owl	 habitat	 or	 lands	
appropriate	 for	 restoration,	 management,	 and	 enhancement	 of	 burrowing	 owl	 nesting	
and	foraging	requirements.			

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	 indirect	 impacts	on	golden	eagle	nesting	and	 foraging	habitats	that	has	the	potential	to	
affect	the	species’	long‐term	viability.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐6:	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	not	result	in	direct	impacts	
to	 golden	 eagle	nesting,	but	 could	 result	 in	 indirect	 impacts	 from	 loss	of	 foraging	habitat,	human	
activity,	view	shed	disturbances,	and	nest	predation.		Mitigation	measures	are	proposed	that	include	
restricting	 construction	 activities	 to	outside	 the	breeding	 season,	 restricting	 access	 to	 the	nesting	
site,	 and	 conducting	 monitoring	 of	 impacts	 on	 the	 golden	 eagle.	 	 With	 implementation	 of	 the	
mitigation	measures,	no	significant	adverse	effects	to	golden	eagles	would	occur.	

Golden	 eagles	 were	 noted	 foraging	 on	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 site	 in	 the	 1993	 Site	 Feasibility	
Assessment.	 	 In	addition,	personal	communication	with	the	WRI	confirmed	that	based	on	surveys	in	2010,	
2011	and	2012,	golden	eagles	nest	in	the	vicinity	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site,	and	the	site	is	within	
the	territory	range	of	the	golden	eagles	within	which	they	forage.87		Since	the	eagles	do	not	nest	on	the	site,	
direct	impacts	from	nest	removal	would	not	occur	as	a	result	of	the	alternative.		However,	indirect	impacts	
from	 loss	 of	 foraging	 habitat,	 human	 activity,	 view	 shed	 disturbances,	 and	 nest	 predation	 could	 occur	 as	
outlined	below.		The	analysis	below	is	based	on	general	knowledge	of	the	golden	eagle	and	the	assessment	
conducted	 for	 the	Gregory	Mountain	 golden	 eagles	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	Gregory	BIO‐6).	 	 The	proposed	
mitigation	 measures	 are	 consistent	 with	 the	 design	 features	 and	 mitigation	 measures	 proposed	 for	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	as	applicable.	

Foraging:	As	mentioned	above,	 golden	eagles	have	been	observed	 foraging	on	 the	alternative	 site	 in	1993	
and	more	recently	in	2010,	2011	and	2012.	 	Golden	eagles	typically	forage	in	areas	where	the	brush	is	not	
																																																													
87	 Personal	Communication	with	Mr.	David	Bittner	of	the	Wildlife	Research	Institute,	and	Ceri	Williams‐Dodd	of	PCR,	via	email	on	June	

5,	2012.	
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too	dense,	to	allow	enough	room	between	shrubs	for	their	seven‐foot	wingspan	when	they	swoop	down	to	
grab	prey.		Therefore,	less	dense	areas	of	coastal	sage	scrub	on	the	site	and	the	non‐native	grassland	would	
likely	be	suitable	foraging	habitat	for	the	golden	eagle.		The	potential	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex	and	
disturbed	areas	could	also	provide	foraging	grounds	if	suitable	prey	is	present.	 	As	such,	a	large	portion	of	
the	East	Otay	Alternative	site	likely	provides	suitable	foraging	habitat	for	golden	eagles.		A	site‐specific	study	
would	be	required	to	determine	the	foraging	area	of	the	golden	eagles	on	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site.		
With	this	information,	the	proportion	of	impacts	the	alternative	would	have	on	foraging	habitat	within	the	
territory	of	the	eagles	could	be	assessed,	and	whether	the	proposed	avoidance	areas	would	retain	sufficient	
foraging	habitat.		A	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	requiring	a	site‐specific	study	(MM	East	Otay	Bio‐9).		In	
addition,	mitigation	 is	 proposed	 for	 impacts	 to	 habitat,	 including	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	mima	mound‐vernal	
pool	complex	(see	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐3),	and	non‐native	grassland	(see	Impact	Statement	East	
Otay	BIO‐3).		On	site	establishment	or	enhancement	of	habitat	will	occur	within	the	110	acres	of	open	space	
required	for	Proposition	A,	if	feasible.		With	these	mitigation	measures,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	
occur.			

Human	Activity:	Golden	eagles	are	highly	sensitive	to	nest	site	disturbances	by	human	activity,	and	are	less	
likely	to	be	disturbed	by	ambient	noise	levels	as	opposed	to	irregular	loud	noises	such	as	helicopter	flights	
and	explosions,	such	as	from	blasting.88		Human	disturbance	at	cliff	nest	sites	has	been	identified	as	the	main	
reason	 for	nest	abandonment	and	 failure	 in	San	Diego	County.	 	Potential	human	activity	 impacts	 from	the	
East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative,	similar	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	could	include	noise	as	a	result	of	
construction	 less	 than	 2,000	 feet	 from	 the	 nest	 due	 to	 activities	 such	 as	 controlled	 blasting	 and	 periodic	
landfill	 excavation,	 in	 addition	 to	 public	 access	 to	 the	 nest	 site	 (if	 the	 nesting	 area	 is	 accessible	 from	 the	
alternative	site).		To	avoid	these	impacts,	the	design	features	and	mitigation	measures	adopted	as	part	of	the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 be	 incorporated	 as	 mitigation	 measures	 for	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	
Alternative,	 including	 pre‐construction	monitoring	 (MM	 East	 Otay	 Bio‐10),	 restricting	 initial	 construction	
within	2,000	feet	of	 the	nest	to	the	end	of	 the	breeding	season	(MM	East	Otay	Bio‐11),	weekly	monitoring	
during	construction	(MM	East	Otay	Bio‐12),	and	restricting	access	to	the	nest,	if	access	is	available	from	the	
alternative	site	(MM	East	Otay	Bio‐13).	 	 If	blasting	is	anticipated,	a	mitigation	measure	is	also	proposed	to	
conduct	 blasting	 tests	 outside	 the	 breeding	 season	 to	 condition	 the	 eagles	 to	 the	 noise	 by	 gradually	
increasing	the	duration	and/or	intensity	of	blasting	activities	(MM	East	Otay	Bio‐14).		With	implementation	
of	these	mitigation	measures,	no	adverse	effects	to	the	golden	eagles	are	expected	to	occur.			

View	Shed	Alterations:	Golden	eagles	have	approximately	eight	times	greater	visual	acuity	than	humans	and,	
as	such,	have	a	view	of	large	expanses	of	land	irrespective	of	where	they	nest.		The	period	just	prior	to	egg	
laying	is	critical	as	the	female	decides	if	and	where	she	will	nest.	 	According	to	WRI,	construction	activities	
have	occurred	within	700	feet	of	golden	eagles	that	have	successfully	bred,	with	the	eagles	flying	within	200	
feet	 of	 construction	 workers	 during	 that	 time.89	 	 The	 eagles	 were	 given	 time	 to	 adjust	 to	 the	 activity.		
Therefore,	to	avoid	impacts	to	nesting	activities,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	adopt	design	features	
from	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	as	mitigation	measures	 to	conduct	pre‐construction	monitoring	
(see	MM	East	Otay	Bio‐10),	limit	initial	construction	activities	to	the	end	of	the	breeding	season	(see	MM	East	
Otay	 Bio‐11),	 and	 to	monitor	 the	 behavior	 of	 the	 eagles	 during	 the	 activities	 (see	MM	East	 Otay	 Bio‐12).		

																																																													
88		 Ibid.	
89		 Ibid.	
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With	implementation	of	these	mitigation	measures,	no	adverse	effects	to	the	golden	eagles	are	expected	to	
occur.			

Nest	Predation90:	Human	disturbance	in	the	vicinity	of	the	nest	or	blasting	activities	resulting	in	flushing	of	
the	golden	eagles	away	 from	the	nest	could	result	 in	 the	nest	being	vulnerable	 to	avian	predators	such	as	
red‐tailed	hawks	(Buteo	jamaicensis)	and	common	ravens	(Corvus	corax).		The	potential	for	golden	eagles	to	
leave	the	nest	is	highest	during	egg	incubation;	golden	eagles	are	not	known	to	leave	the	nest	once	the	eggs	
have	hatched.	 	 The	proposed	mitigation	measures	 to	 conduct	 construction	monitoring	 (see	MM	East	Otay	
Bio‐12),	 restrict	 human	 access,	 if	 applicable	 (see	 MM	 East	 Otay	 Bio‐13),	 and	 conduct	 blasting	 tests,	 if	
applicable	 (see	MM	East	 Otay	 Bio‐14),	would	 therefore	 also	 avoid	 potential	 impacts	 from	nest	 predation.		
Therefore,	with	 implementation	of	 the	proposed	mitigation	measures,	no	significant	adverse	effects	 to	 the	
golden	eagles	from	nest	predation	are	anticipated.	

Nest	 or	 Territory	 Abandonment91:	 If	 the	 golden	 eagles	 are	 disturbed	 despite	 the	 measures	 implemented	
through	the	proposed	mitigation	measures,	under	the	guidance	of	an	eagle	specialist,	the	golden	eagles	may	
not	breed	during	construction	and/or	they	may	abandon	and	relocate	their	nest	site.		A	mitigation	measure	
is	proposed	that	would	allow	for	passive	relocation	of	 the	nest	site	(see	MM	East	Otay	Bio‐12)	 that	would	
compensate	 for	 potential	 impacts	 if	 the	 eagles	 are	 determined	 disturbed	 by	 construction	 and	 likely	 to	
abandon	the	nest.		Also,	in	the	unlikely	event	the	golden	eagles	abandon	the	territory	based	on	construction	
of	 the	 landfill,	 as	 determined	 by	 the	 eagle	 specialist	 based	 on	 collected	 data,	 a	 mitigation	 measure	 is	
proposed	to	fund	or	purchase	known	or	potential	golden	eagle	nesting	habitat	(MM	East	Otay	Bio‐15).		The	
WRI	has	knowledge	of	a	100‐year	old	golden	eagle	nest	site	located	on	a	196‐acre	property	that	is	currently	
for	sale	in	San	Diego	County.		The	nest	site	is	in	proximity	to	a	preserve	that	has	secured	the	foraging	land	for	
the	 eagles,	 but	 the	 nest	 site	 is	 not	 currently	 conserved.	 	 For	 reference,	 the	WRI	 considers	 a	 golden	 eagle	
territory	extirpated	if	a	golden	eagle	is	without	a	mate	for	a	period	of	five	years.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	 following	mitigation	measures	 are	 based	 on	 the	 design	 features	 and	 applicable	 mitigation	measures	
proposed	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		With	implementation	of	these	mitigation	measures,	the	
East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	golden	eagle.			

MM	East	Otay	Bio‐9:	 A	 site‐specific	 study	 shall	 be	 conducted	 by	 an	 eagle	 specialist	 to	 determine	
potential	impacts	to	the	golden	eagles,	including	information	such	as	nest	site	location(s),	
foraging	 habitat,	 territory	 size,	 and	 current	 human	 activities	 in	 the	 area.	 	 If	 the	 study	
identifies	additional	potential	impacts	that	were	not	anticipated	and	are	not	reduced	to	a	
less	than	adverse	level	by	the	proposed	mitigation	measures	(MM	East	Otay	Mesa	Bio‐7	
through	MM	East	Otay	Mesa	Bio‐9),	additional	mitigation	measures	shall	be	adopted	as	
determined	 in	 consultation	 with	 the	 eagle	 specialist	 to	 reduce	 impacts	 to	 a	 less	 than	
adverse	 level.	 	 These	 measures	 should	 be	 included	 in	 the	 study	 and	 require	
implementation	pursuant	to	this	mitigation	measure.			

																																																													
90		 Based	on	information	provided	by	Dave	Bittner	and	Renee	Rivard	of	the	Wildlife	Research	Institute	during	a	meeting	with	PCR	(Steve	

Nelson	and	Ceri	Williams‐Dodd)	on	November	8,	2012.	
91		 Based	on	information	provided	by	Dave	Bittner	and	Renee	Rivard	of	the	Wildlife	Research	Institute	during	a	meeting	with	PCR	(Steve	

Nelson	and	Ceri	Williams‐Dodd)	on	November	8,	2012.	
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MM	East	Otay	Bio‐10:	At	least	one	breeding	season	prior	to	ground	disturbance,	data	on	the	eagle	
pair	shall	be	collected	by	an	eagle	specialist	to	determine	where	the	eagles	are	nesting	on	
site,	nest	behavior,	and	foraging	activities.		This	shall	include	installation	of	a	nest	camera	
prior	to	the	breeding	season	to	monitor	the	eagles	and	their	nest	behavior,	in	addition	to	
ground	observations	to	determine	foraging	behavior.		The	information	collected	shall	be	
used	as	baseline	data	on	the	expected	behavior	of	the	golden	eagles.		

MM		East	Otay	Bio‐11:		Initial	landfill	construction	activity	less	than	2,000	feet	from	the	eagle’s	nest	
shall	begin	as	close	to	the	end	of	the	eagle	breeding	season	in	June,	to	allow	the	eagle	pair	
to	 become	 conditioned	 to	 the	 activity	 prior	 the	 next	 breeding	 season	 starting	 in	
December.		

MM	East	Otay	Bio‐12:	Weekly	monitoring	of	the	eagle	pair	shall	be	conducted	by	an	eagle	specialist	
during	 the	 breeding	 season	 (December	 through	 May)	 to	 confirm	 the	 eagle	 pair	 is	
exhibiting	expected	nest	and	 foraging	behavior	patterns,	as	determined	by	 the	baseline	
data.	 	 Monitoring	 through	 use	 of	 a	 nest	 camera	 shall	 also	 be	 continued	 during	
construction	of	 the	 landfill.	 	 In	addition	 to	weekly	monitoring	and	 the	nest	 camera,	 the	
eagle	specialist	shall	monitor	as	needed	when	construction	activities	are	occurring	during	
the	breeding	season	within	2,000	feet	of	the	eagle	nest,	or	during	major	activities	such	as	
helicopter	 flights	 or	 blasting.	 	 The	 construction	 contractors	 shall	 be	 responsible	 for	
contacting	the	eagle	specialist	prior	to	conducting	these	activities,	and	the	eagle	specialist	
shall	be	responsible	for	identifying	measures	to	avoid	impacts	to	the	eagles	during	these	
activities	and	monitoring	of	the	activities.		The	need	and	frequency	of	monitoring	shall	be	
determined	by	the	specialist	based	on	their	knowledge	of	the	golden	eagles	and	the	type	
of	construction	activities	proposed.	 	 If	 the	eagle	specialist	determines	 the	golden	eagles	
are	 exhibiting	 signs	 of	 disturbance	 due	 to	 construction,	 as	 indicated	 by	 any	 deviations	
from	 expected	 behaviors,	 even	 after	 all	 avoidance	 measures	 recommended	 by	 the	
specialist	 have	 been	 adopted,	 at	 least	 one	 alternative	 nest	 site	 shall	 be	 constructed	 to	
passively	relocate	the	golden	eagles.		The	alternative	nest	site	shall	be	within	the	golden	
eagle	territory,	and	the	location	and	construction	of	the	nest	shall	be	determined	by	the	
eagle	specialist	and	approval	by	USFWS,	as	applicable.	

MM	East	Otay	Bio‐13:	If	the	golden	eagle	nesting	area	is	accessible	from	the	alternative	site,	access	
shall	be	restricted	to	eagle	specialists	and	researchers	conducting	monitoring.		Signs	shall	
be	 posted	 to	 inform	 the	 public	 that	 access	 and	 any	 activities	 (including	 hiking	 or	
climbing)	are	prohibited	due	to	the	sensitivity	of	the	area.		The	placement	and	language	of	
the	signs	shall	be	reviewed	by	an	eagle	specialist.	

MM	East	Otay	Bio‐14:	During	the	non‐breeding	season	prior	to	construction,	blasting	tests	shall	be	
conducted	under	the	guidance	of	an	eagle	specialist	and	subject	to	approval	by	USFWS,	if	
blasting	activities	are	proposed.		The	purpose	of	the	tests	is	to	condition	the	golden	eagles	
to	 the	 noise	 by	 gradually	 increasing	 the	 duration	 and/or	 intensity	 of	 the	 blasting	
activities.		An	eagle	specialist	shall	monitor	the	golden	eagles	during	the	blasting	tests	to	
observe	 the	 behavior	 of	 the	 birds	 and	 determine	 any	 potential	 impacts	 or	 suitable	
minimization	 measures.	 	 Blasting	 activities	 that	 must	 occur	 during	 the	 golden	 eagle	
breeding	season	shall	be	restricted	to	outside	the	egg	incubation	period,	to	avoid	flushing	
the	birds	from	the	nest.		
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MM	East	Otay	Bio‐15:	If	the	golden	eagle	specialist	determines	that	the	eagles	have	abandoned	their	
territory	as	 a	 result	of	 landfill	 construction,	based	on	data	 collected	during	monitoring,	
the	applicant	shall	create	a	habitat	acquisition	fund	for	purchase	and	preservation	of	off	
site	 known	 or	 potential	 golden	 eagle	 nesting	 habitat	 or	 shall	 purchase	 an	 equivalent	
amount	of	golden	eagle	nesting	habitat	to	be	included	in	the	MSCP	Preserve.		The	amount	
of	funding	or	habitat	purchase	shall	be	negotiated	with	the	County	of	San	Diego.		The	196‐
acre	property	in	San	Diego	County	supporting	a	golden	eagle	nest	site	shall	be	considered	
for	purchase	and	preservation.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	conflict	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐7:	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	be	required	to	comply	with	
conservation	requirements	pursuant	 to	 the	County	of	San	Diego	biological	resource	guidelines	and	
the	South	County	Plan	assuming	approval	of	the	amendment	process	to	incorporate	the	site	into	the	
plan	 area.	 	 Mitigation	 measures	 are	 proposed	 by	 the	 alternative	 to	 address	 impacts	 to	 native	
vegetation	(see	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2),	designated	critical	habitat	(see	Impact	Statement	
East	 Otay	 BIO‐3),	 and	 species	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐5).	 	 However,	 as	 outlined	 in	
Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2,	mitigation	for	impacts	to	the	potential	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	
complex	may	not	be	feasible.		Therefore,	the	alternative	could	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	
County	of	San	Diego	conservation	goals	pertaining	 to	vernal	pools,	 if	 the	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	
complex	is	confirmed	on	site.	

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	would	be	required	to	comply	with	 the	County	of	San	Diego	guidelines	
and	policies,	and	the	South	County	Plan	assuming	approval	through	the	amendment	process	with	the	wildlife	
agencies	 (CDFG	 and	 USFWS).	 	 Both	 these	 documents	 outline	 long‐term	 regional	 and	 sub‐regional	 goals,	
respectively,	and	a	summary	of	the	alternative’s	compliance	with	these	requirements	is	provided	below.	

County of San Diego Guidelines 

As	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	Update	EIR,	the	County	of	San	Diego	has	established	policies	and	mitigation	
measures	pertaining	to	the	protection	of	special	status	species,	riparian	habitats	and	other	sensitive	natural	
communities,	 jurisdictional	wetland	waters	of	 the	U.S.,	and	wildlife	movement	corridors	and	nursery	sites.		
These	 are	 further	 described	 in	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	Guidelines	 for	Determining	 Significance92	 and	 are	
covered	in	the	evaluation	criteria	already	assessed	above	(Impact	Statements	East	Otay	BIO‐1	through	BIO‐
5).	 	With	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	mitigation	measures	 identified	 in	 Impact	 Statements	 East	Otay	
BIO‐1	 through	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐5,	 it	 is	 not	 anticipated	 that	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	
significant	adverse	effects	to	coastal	sage	scrub,	designated	critical	habitats,	or	listed	species.	 	However,	as	
outlined	in	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2,	mitigation	to	compensate	 for	 impacts	to	the	potential	mima	
mound‐vernal	pool	complex	may	not	be	feasible	and	would	result	in	significantly	adverse	effects	that	would	
conflict	with	County	of	San	Diego	guidelines.	

																																																													
92		 County	 of	 San	Diego.	 	 2007.	 Guidelines	 for	Determining	 Significance,	 Biological	 Resources.	 Land	Use	 and	 Environmental	 Group,	

Department	of	Planning	and	Land	Use,	Department	of	Public	Works.	
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South County Plan 

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 is	mapped	as	a	major	amendment	area	 in	the	northern	portion	of	 the	site,	
and	 as	 a	 minor	 amendment	 area	 and	 a	 minor	 amendment	 area	 subject	 to	 special	 considerations	 in	 the	
southern	portion	of	the	site.		As	such,	take	of	covered	species	pursuant	to	the	South	County	Plan	may	only	be	
authorized	through	the	amendment	process.		Minor	amendments	require	approval	from	the	wildlife	agencies	
(CDFG	and	USFWS)	and	are	required	to	conform	to	the	South	County	Plan,	and	major	amendment	requests	
must	also	be	processed	with	the	wildlife	agencies	and	require	compliance	with	the	FESA,	CESA	and	NEPA	for	
issuance	of	a	Take	Authorization	Amendment.		Major	and	minor	amendment	areas	include	key	core	habitat	
areas,	and	it	appears	that	the	East	Otay	Alternative	site	has	been	mapped	as	high	to	very	high	habitat	value,	
and	is	considered	a	biological	resource	core	area.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	avoids	existing	resources	
identified	 by	 the	 South	 County	 Plan	 as	 requiring	 avoidance	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 feasible,	 and	 includes	
mitigation	measures	to	compensate	for	unavoidable	impacts,	as	discussed	under	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	
BIO‐1	through	BIO‐5.		Specifically,	the	alternative	complies	with	the	South	County	Plan	pertaining	to	coastal	
sage	 scrub	 and	 sensitive	 plant	 populations	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐2),	 designated	 critical	
habitats	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐3),	 and	 listed	 species	 (Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 BIO‐5).		
However,	as	outlined	 in	 Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2,	on	site	or	off	 site	mitigation	 for	mima	mound‐
vernal	pool	complex	may	not	be	feasible	due	to	the	specific	requirements	for	establishing	this	habitat	type.		
As	such,	if	the	mima	mound‐vernal	pool	complex	is	confirmed	present	on	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	Site,	
and	the	proposed	mitigation	measure	 is	not	 feasible,	 impacts	could	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	 to	
long	 term	 regional	 or	 sub‐regional	 goals	 for	 San	 Diego	 County	 pertaining	 to	 vernal	 pools.	 	 Additional	
potential	 compliance	 requirements	 are	also	 summarized	below	 that	may	 require	mitigation	and	or	design	
features	to	be	incorporated	as	part	of	the	alternative.	

 The	 1993	 Site	 Feasibility	 Assessment	 identified	 the	 presence	 of	 chaparral	 and	 southern	 interior	
cypress	 forest	on	the	site.	 	Since	these	habitats	were	not	 identified	from	the	aerial	analysis	or	 field	
investigations	of	 the	 surrounding	 area,	 a	 field	 survey	of	 the	 site	would	be	 required	 to	 confirm	 the	
presence	of	 these	habitats	under	current	conditions	and	 latest	site	boundary.	 	 If	 these	habitats	are	
found	on	site,	mitigation	would	be	required	pursuant	to	the	South	County	Plan.		Southern	maritime	
chaparral,	 mafic	 southern	 mixed	 chaparral,	 and	 cypress	 forest	 habitats	 are	 classified	 as	 Tier	 I	
requiring	mitigation	at	a	2:1	ratio	for	biological	resource	core	areas.		All	other	chaparral	habitats	are	
classified	as	Tier	III	requiring	mitigation	at	a	1:1	ratio.	

 Areas	 adjacent	 to	 any	 South	 County	 Plan	 preserve	 areas,	 or	 proposed	 avoidance	 areas	 for	
contribution	 to	 the	 preserve,	 would	 be	 required	 to	 comply	 with	 guidelines	 to	 avoid	 edge	 effect	
impacts,	including	restrictions	on	planting	materials,	land	use,	lighting,	fencing,	and	fuel	modification	
activities.	 	No	buffers	 are	 required	outside	 the	preserve	 system,	 although	buffers	may	be	 required	
adjacent	to	wetland	areas	pursuant	to	the	County	of	San	Diego	guidelines.		Design	features	could	be	
incorporated	as	part	of	the	alternative	to	comply	with	these	requirements,	similar	to	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative.	

Mitigation Measures 

Even	with	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measures	proposed	in	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2,	Impact	
Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐3,	and	Impact	Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐5,	the	alternative	could	conflict	with	long‐
term	 regional	 or	 sub‐regional	 conservation	 goals	 if	mitigation	 for	 the	 potential	mima	mound‐vernal	 pool	
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complex	 is	 not	 feasible	 (see	 Impact	 Statement	East	Otay	BIO‐2).	 	 As	 such,	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
could	potentially	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.		Additional	mitigation	may	be	required	if	chaparral	and	
cypress	forest	is	found	on	site.			

4.4.9  SYCAMORE CANYON EXPANSION ALTERNATIVE 

4.4.9.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting  

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	consists	of	an	existing	landfill	and	areas	proposed	for	the	
expansion	that	are	currently	undeveloped.		The	alternative	site	is	located	within	the	East	Elliott	Community	
Plan	area,	approximately	one	mile	away	from	the	City	of	Santee	in	an	eastern	part	of	the	City	of	San	Diego.		
The	site	is	bounded	to	the	south	by	SR	52,	and	is	located	just	northwest	of	the	intersection	of	SR	52	and	Mast	
Boulevard.	The	City	of	San	Diego	East	Elliott	Community	Plan	designates	land	parcels	within	and	adjacent	to	
the	landfill	site	as	open	space	that	are	part	of	the	preserve	area	designation	in	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP.		
Surrounding	 land	uses	 include	 the	City	of	 San	Diego’s	Mission	Trails	Regional	Park	 located	approximately	
3,500	feet	south	of	the	landfill	site,	the	West	Hills	High	School	located	approximately	3,500	feet	southeast	of	
the	landfill,	and	residential	areas	located	approximately	3,500	feet	east	of	the	site	in	west	Santee.	An	electric	
power	transmission	line	corridor	containing	three	transmission	or	distribution	lines	crosses	the	landfill	site.	

Local Setting 

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	encompasses	an	area	totaling	334.97	acres	that	 is	dominated	
by	 upland	 vegetation	 communities	 (327.7	 acres)	 in	 addition	 to	wetland/riparian	 vegetation	 communities	
(7.27	acres).93		As	outlined	in	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR	for	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	
in	 Table	 5.5‐1	 and	 Figure	 5.5‐1,	 the	 vegetation	 communities	 in	 the	 undeveloped	 areas	 include	 valley	
needlegrass	 grassland	 (9.6	 acres),	 Diegan	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 (202.2	 acres),	 disturbed	Diegan	 coastal	 sage	
scrub	(5.1	acres),	chamise	chaparral	(70	acres),	southern	mixed	chaparral	(8.9	acres),	non‐native	grassland	
(8.1	acres),	emergent	wetland	(0.01	acre),	mule	fat	scrub	(3.14	acres),	natural	flood	channel	(1.14	acres),	and	
riparian	scrub	(2.98	acres).94		The	developed/disturbed	areas	associated	with	the	existing	landfill	total	23.8	
acres.	 	 According	 to	 the	 2012	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 the	 site	 supports	 7.96	 acres	 of	 jurisdictional	waters	 and	
wetlands,	of	which	all	7.96	acres	are	CDFG	jurisdictional	(5.74	acres	mule	fat	scrub	wetland	and	2.22	acres	
streambed/natural	 flood	channel),	1.82	acres	are	non‐wetland	waters	of	 the	U.S.	 that	are	regulated	by	 the	
USACE,	and	6.52	acres	are	jurisdictional	pursuant	to	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	(5.74	acres	mule	fat	scrub	
wetland	and	0.78	non‐wetland	streambed/natural	flood	channel).	

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	does	not	support	any	USFWS	designated	critical	habitat.	 	The	
nearest	 designated	 critical	 habitat	 occurs	 south	 of	 the	 site,	 including	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 designated	 critical	
habitat	less	than	a	quarter	mile	away	and	San	Diego	ambrosia	designated	critical	habitat	approximately	half	
a	 mile	 away	 (see	 Figure	 4.4‐16,	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 ‐	 USFWS	 Designated	 Critical	
Habitats).	 	Sensitive	species	were	observed	on	the	site	and	are	documented	in	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR,	
including	the	16	sensitive	plant	species	and	14	sensitive	wildlife	species	listed	below.		Other	sensitive	plant	
and	wildlife	species	were	identified	as	having	a	potential	to	occur	on	the	site	in	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR,	

																																																													
93	 These	acreages	are	based	on	the	Biological	Study	Area,	as	described	in	Section	5.5,	Biological	Resources	of	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR	

for	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan.	
94	 City	of	San	Diego.		Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	Final	EIR.	SCH	NO.	2003041057.	August	2012.	



Source: Esri, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, GeoEye, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, and the GIS
User Community

FIGURE

Source: Aerial Express, 2010; Geosyntec, 2012; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
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but	 were	 not	 observed	 during	 surveys	 conducted	multiple	 times	 a	 season	 and	 over	multiple	 years.	 	 The	
surveys	were	also	conducted	during	times	the	species	would	be	expected	to	be	observed.		Therefore,	these	
species	were	determined	currently	absent	from	the	site.	

Species Observed On site Based on the 2012 Revised Final EIR95 

 Willowy	monardella	(Monardella	viminea/FE,	SE,	CRPR	1B.1,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	CS)	

 Variegated	dudleya	(Dudleya	variegata/	CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	NE)	

 San	Diego	goldenstar	(Muilla	clevelandii96/	CRPR	1B.1,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A,	CS)	

 San	Diego	coast	barrel	cactus	(Ferocactus	viridescens/CRPR	2.1,	County	of	San	Diego	List	B,	CS)	

 Nuttall’s	scrub	oak	(Quercus	dumosa/CRPR	1B.1,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A)	

 Decumbent	goldenbush	(Isocoma	menziesii	var.	decumbens/CRPR	1B.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	A)	

 San	Diego	marsh	elder	(Iva	hayesiana/CRPR	2.2,	County	of	San	Diego	List	B)	

 Ashy	spike‐moss	(Selaginella	cinerascens/CRPR	4.1)	

 San	Diego	sagewort	(Artemisia	palmeri/CRPR	4.2)	

 Graceful	tarplant	(Holocarpha	virgata	ssp.	elongata/CRPR	4.2)	

 Golden‐rayed	pentachaeta	(Pentachaeta	aurea	ssp.	aurea/CRPR	4.2)	

 San	Diego	County	viguiera	(Viguiera	laciniata/CRPR	4.2)	

 Palmer’s	grapplinghook	(Harpagonella	palmeri/CRPR	4.2)	

 Western	dichondra	(Dichondra	occidentalis/CRPR	4.2)	

 Spiny	rush	(Juncus	acutus	ssp.	leopoldii/CRPR	4.2)	

 Chaparral	rein‐orchid	(Piperia	cooperi/CRPR	4.2)	

 Least	Bell’s	vireo	(FE,	SE,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 Coastal	California	gnatcatcher	(FT,	SE,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 Northern	harrier	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 White‐tailed	kite	(FP,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1)	

 California	gull	(Larus	californicus/CDFG	Watch	List)	

 California	horned	lark	(CDFG	Watch	List,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2)	

 Southern	California	rufous‐crowned	sparrow	(CDFG	Watch	List,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1,	CS)	

 Grasshopper	sparrow	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1)	

 Bell’s	sage	sparrow	(CDFG	Watch	List,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	1)	

 Western	spadefoot	toad	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2)	

																																																													
95	 Ibid.	
96		 This	species	has	been	taxonomically	renamed	as,	Bloomeria clevelandii.	
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 Coast	horned	lizard	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Coronado	Island	skink	(SSC)	

 Red	diamond	rattlesnake	(SSC,	County	of	San	Diego	Group	2)	

 Mule	deer	(County	of	San	Diego	Group	2,	CS)	

 Red‐tailed	hawk	(Buteo	jamaicensis/MBTA)		

4.4.9.2  Design Features 

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	 implement	design	 features	as	outlined	 in	Table	3‐3	of	
the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR	for	biological	resources	as	follows:	

 Noise	berms	would	be	constructed	within	the	limits	of	grading	defined	for	the	landfill	operations.	

 Crushed	 rock	 (used	 to	 improve	 traction	 during	 wet	 weather)	 would	 only	 be	 used	 on	 dirt	 roads	
located	in	areas	identified	for	permanent	impact.	

 Where	 landfill	 areas	 that	 are	 visible	 from	 the	 south	 or	 east	 would	 be	 inactive	 for	 more	 than	 six	
months,	the	area	would	be	revegetated	with	native	species.	If	this	vegetation	must	be	subsequently	
disturbed	to	implement	final	cover	and	revegetation	of	the	landfill,	no	impact	to	native	habitat	would	
be	assessed,	due	to	its	interim	and	temporary	nature.	

 The	 hydrology/water	 quality	 design	 feature	 outlined	 in	 Table	 3‐3	 of	 the	 2012	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	
would	also	benefit	the	jurisdictional	water	features	on	site	by	avoiding	significant	impacts	to	surface	
and	 groundwater	 quality,	 by	 requiring	 compliance	 with	 permit	 requirement	 and	 continuation	 of	
ongoing	safeguards.	

In	addition	to	 the	above,	mitigation	measures	 from	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR	which	are	applicable	 to	all	
sensitive	biological	 resources,	 such	as	pre‐construction	meetings,	 fencing	of	 sensitive	areas,	and	biological	
monitoring,	are	considered	design	features	for	the	purpose	of	this	analysis.			

4.4.9.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

The	 analysis	 below	 is	 based	 on	 the	 2012	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 prepared	 for	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 Master	
Development	Plan.		As	described	in	Section	4.4.8.2	above,	mitigation	measures	from	the	2012	Revised	Final	
EIR	which	are	applicable	to	all	sensitive	biological	resources	are	considered	design	features	for	the	purpose	
of	this	analysis.		Species‐specific	mitigation	measures	are	analyzed	in	detail	below.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a:		

o Substantial	loss	of	functions	and	services	of	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.;	and/or	

o Substantial	adverse	 construction	 impacts	within	 jurisdictional	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 through	
temporary	removal,	filling,	hydrological	 interruption,	 loss	of	functions	or	services,	or	other	
means.			
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Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 BIO‐1:	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 supports	 non‐
wetland	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	and	no	wetlands.		The	alternative	would	result	in	permanent	
impacts	 to	 0.53	 acre	 of	 jurisdictional	 non‐wetland	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 	 No	 temporary	 impacts	 to	
jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 are	 anticipated	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	
Alternative.	 	Direct	and/or	indirect	permanent	impacts	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	would	be	
addressed	 through	compliance	with	existing	regulations	 including	water	quality	standards	and	 the	
no‐net‐loss	policy	of	 the	CWA,	 subject	 to	approval	and	 regulatory	permitting	 from	 the	USACE	and	
RWQCB.	 	A	compensatory	mitigation	plan	would	also	be	required	in	compliance	with	the	Mitigation	
Rule.97	 	 With	 the	 proposed	 mitigation	 measure	 and	 compliance	 with	 existing	 regulations,	 the	
Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.			

Based	 on	 the	 2012	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 prepared	 for	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 Master	 Development	 Plan,	 the	
Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 direct,	 permanent	 impacts	 to	 0.53	 acre	 of	
jurisdictional	non‐wetland	waters	of	 the	U.S.	associated	with	the	 landfill	expansion,	and	an	additional	0.01	
acre	as	a	result	of	the	transmission	line	relocation.		The	alternative	site	does	not	support	any	jurisdictional	
wetland	waters	of	the	U.S.			

Indirect	 impacts	 to	 avoided	 jurisdictional	 non‐wetland	waters	 of	 the	U.S.	 associated	with	 Little	 Sycamore	
Creek	 could	 occur	 due	 to	 pollutants	 in	 runoff	 discharged	 from	 the	 landfill	 access	 road.	 	 However,	 with	
implementation	of	storm	water	management	BMPs	pursuant	to	existing	regulations,	runoff	from	the	access	
road	would	be	intercepted	by	a	curb	and	directed	to	a	down	drain	equipped	with	an	oil	and	grease	trap	and	
particulate	filters.		After	treatment,	the	runoff	would	be	discharged	into	the	Little	Sycamore	Creek	drainage,	
which	 runs	 parallel	 to	 the	 landfill	 access	 road.	 	 The	 storm	water	 control	 system	 for	 the	 landfill	 ancillary	
facilities,	including	the	maintenance	and	scale	facilities,	has	been	designed	to	convey	surface	storm	flows	to	
drop	 inlets	 discharging	 into	 underground	 culverts.	 	 The	 underground	 culvert	 at	 the	 maintenance	 facility	
would	 discharge	 into	 a	 sedimentation	 basin,	 while	 the	 underground	 culvert	 at	 the	 scale	 facility	 would	
discharge	 into	 Little	 Sycamore	 Creek.	 	 BMPs,	 in	 conformance	 with	 the	 NPDES	 Industrial	 General	 Permit,	
would	reduce	the	transfer	of	pollutants	into	the	basin	and	Little	Sycamore	Creek.		These	include	an	asphalt	
concrete	dike	to	control	storm	water	from	directly	discharging	into	the	basin	or	creek	and	convey	flows	to	
the	drop	inlets	and	culverts,	and	sediment	and	petroleum	control	devices	at	the	drop	inlets	to	filter	and	trap	
sediment,	oils,	and	trash.		No	temporary	impacts	are	anticipated	as	part	of	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	
Alternative.		

Direct	 and/or	 indirect	 permanent	 impacts	 to	 jurisdictional	 waters	 of	 the	 U.S.	 would	 require	 regulatory	
approval	 and	 permitting	 from	 the	 USACE	 and	 RWQCB	 pursuant	 to	 Sections	 404	 and	 401	 of	 the	 CWA,	
respectively,	 including	mitigation	at	a	minimum	1:1	ratio	and	compliance	with	33	CFR	Parts	325	and	332	
(herein	referred	to	as	the	“Mitigation	Rule”).98		The	amount	of	compensatory	mitigation	would	be	determined	
by	USACE	through	the	permitting	process	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule.		A	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	
requiring	preparation	of	a	mitigation	plan	in	compliance	with	the	Mitigation	Rule.		Compliance	would	also	be	
required	 with	 existing	 regulations	 for	 water	 quality	 standards,	 which	 typically	 involves	 preparation	 of	 a	
SWPPP.	 	 With	 the	 mitigation	 measure	 and	 compliance	 with	 existing	 regulations,	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	
Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	mitigation	
																																																													
97		 33	 CFR	 Parts	 325	 and	 332:	 Compensatory	 Mitigation	 for	 Losses	 of	 Aquatic	 Resources;	 Final	 Rule.	 	 Available	 online	 at:	

http://www.epa.gov/owow_keep/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation/index.html	
98		 Ibid.	
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credits	 exist	 on	 the	 alternative	 site	 as	 a	 result	 of	 excess	 wetland	 establishment	 that	 was	 completed	 in	
accordance	with	SAA	No.	R5‐2002‐0174	 for	previous	on	site	 impacts,	 including	0.94	acre	of	 land	 that	was	
graded,	planted	in	2003,	maintained	and	monitored.		This	additional	mitigation	acreage	comprises	0.23	acre	
of	 land	in	Little	Sycamore	Canyon,	and	an	additional	0.71	acre	of	adjacent	 land	in	various	easements.	 	The	
mitigation	 met	 the	 required	 success	 criteria	 and	 was	 signed	 off	 by	 CDFG	 as	 complete	 in	 2008.	 	 CDFG	
acknowledged	the	excess	mitigation	acreage	in	SAA	R5‐2009‐0253.			

Mitigation Measures 

Through	compliance	with	existing	regulations	for	water	quality	standards,	the	CWA,	and	the	Mitigation	Rule	
pursuant	to	the	mitigation	measure	proposed	below	(MM	Sycamore	Bio‐1),	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.			

MM	 Sycamore	 Bio‐1:	 A	 plan	 shall	 be	 prepared	 that	 outlines	 compensatory	 mitigation	 for	
unavoidable	 impacts	to	 jurisdictional	waters	of	the	U.S.	pursuant	to	the	Mitigation	Rule,	
33	CFR	Parts	325	and	332.	 	The	compensatory	mitigation	shall	replace	aquatic	resource	
functions	lost	to	the	extent	practicable.		The	amount	of	compensatory	mitigation	shall	be	
determined	 pursuant	 to	 the	Mitigation	 Rule.	 	 The	 plan	 shall	 be	 approved	 by	 USACE	 in	
writing,	and	shall	be	used	as	mitigation	pursuant	to	the	Section	404	permitting	process.		

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	if	it	would	result	in	a	
substantial	 loss	of	native	vegetation	and/or	plant	populations	defined	by	 the	County	of	San	Diego	as	rare	or	
endangered	and/or	impact	sensitive	habitat	which	is	regionally	limited.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	BIO‐2:	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	result	in	the	
removal	of	native	vegetation,	including	35.8	acres	of	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub,	3	acres	of	disturbed	
Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub,	3.6	acres	of	valley	needlegrass	grassland,	12.8	acres	of	chamise	chaparral,	
0.9	acre	of	southern	mixed	chaparral,	and	0.63	acre	of	riparian	habitat.		The	alternative	is	known	to	
support	sensitive	plants	on	Lists	A	and	B	of	the	County	of	San	Diego	Sensitive	Plant	List,	of	which	six	
would	 be	 impacted	 (variegated	 dudleya,	 San	 Diego	 goldenstar,	 San	 Diego	 barrel	 cactus,	 Nuttall’s	
scrub	oak,	and	decumbent	goldenbush,	and	potential	indirect	impacts	to	willowy	monardella).	 	The	
site	 does	 not	 support	 sensitive	 habitat	 that	 is	 regionally	 limited.	 	 Proposed	mitigation	measures	
provide	establishment	and/or	preservation	of	habitat	at	ratios	between	0.5:1	and	2:1,	depending	on	
the	vegetation	type	and	whether	impacts	are	proposed	inside	or	outside	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	
preserve.	 	Mitigation	 is	also	proposed	 for	on	 site	 sensitive	plant	populations,	 including	avoidance,	
salvage,	 translocation,	 preservation,	 and	 in‐perpetuity	 management	 measures.	 	 Therefore,	 with	
implementation	of	the	mitigation	measures,	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	
result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	native	vegetation	communities	or	sensitive	plant	populations.		
No	effects	would	occur	to	sensitive	habitat	which	is	regionally	limited	due	to	absence	of	any	on	site.		

Native Vegetation 

Coastal	Sage	Scrub:	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	35.8	acres	of	
Diegan	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	and	3	 acres	of	disturbed	Diegan	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 that	 are	 classified	as	Tier	 II	
habitats	 pursuant	 to	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	MSCP.	 	 This	 includes	 35	 acres	 of	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
landfill	 and	 3.8	 acres	 associated	 with	 the	 transmission	 line	 relocation.	 	 These	 acreages	 comprise	
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approximately	17.7	percent	and	59	percent	of	the	total	acreage	of	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	and	disturbed	
Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub,	respectively,	on	the	site.		Of	the	total	impact	acreages,	17.7	acres	of	Diegan	coastal	
sage	scrub	and	0.1	acre	of	disturbed	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	are	within	the	Multiple	Habitat	Planning	Area	
(MHPA)	 that	 is	 part	 of	 the	 preserve	 designated	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	MSCP,	 and	 18.1	 acres	 of	 Diegan	
coastal	sage	scrub	and	2.9	acres	of	disturbed	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	are	outside	the	MHPA.		MM	Sycamore	
Bio‐2	below	proposes	mitigation	for	direct	impacts	to	Tier	II	Diegan	and	disturbed	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	
associated	with	 the	 landfill	 at	 a	1:1	 ratio	 for	 a	 total	 of	 35	 acres	of	mitigation.	 	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐3	below	
proposes	mitigation	 for	 direct	 impacts	 to	Diegan	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 associated	with	 the	 transmission	 line	
relocation	at	a	1:1	ratio	for	a	total	of	3.8	acres	of	mitigation.			

Valley	Needlegrass	Grassland:	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	result	 in	the	removal	of	
3.6	acres	of	valley	needlegrass	grassland	that	is	classified	as	a	Tier	I	habitat	pursuant	to	the	City	of	San	Diego	
MSCP.		This	acreage	comprises	approximately	38	percent	of	the	total	acreage	of	valley	needlegrass	grassland	
on	the	site.		No	impacts	are	proposed	to	native	grassland	as	a	result	of	the	transmission	line	relocation.		Of	
the	 impact	 acreage,	0.9	 acre	 is	within	 the	MHPA	 that	 is	part	of	 the	preserve	designated	 in	 the	City	of	 San	
Diego	MSCP,	and	2.7	acres	are	outside	the	MHPA.		MM	Sycamore	Bio‐4	proposes	mitigation	for	direct	impacts	
to	 0.9	 acre	 of	 Tier	 I	 valley	 needlegrass	 grassland	 inside	 the	 MHPA	 at	 a	 2:1	 ratio	 totaling	 1.8	 acres,	 and	
mitigation	for	impacts	to	2.7	acres	of	valley	needlegrass	grassland	outside	the	MHPA	at	a	1:1	ratio	totaling	
2.7	acres,	consisting	of	preservation	of	Tier	I	habitat.		Mitigation	for	cumulative	impacts	to	native	grassland	
habitat	would	 require	 the	 establishment	 of	 in‐kind	 habitat	 at	 a	 1:1	 ratio	 or	 greater.	 	 Since	 the	 Sycamore	
Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	proposes	mitigation	for	direct	impacts	to	native	grassland	by	preservation	
of	Tier	I	habitats	at	a	1:1	or	2:1	ratio	(see	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐4),	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Chamise	Chaparral:	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	12.8	acres	of	
chamise	 chaparral	 that	 is	 classified	 as	 a	 Tier	 IIIA	 habitat	 pursuant	 to	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 MSCP.	 	 This	
includes	9.7	acres	of	impacts	associated	with	the	landfill	and	3.1	acres	associated	with	the	transmission	line	
relocation.	 	These	acreages	comprise	approximately	18.3	percent	of	the	total	acreage	of	chamise	chaparral	
on	 the	 site.	 	 Of	 the	 total	 impact	 acreages,	 2.3	 acres	 of	 chamise	 chaparral	 are	within	 the	MHPA	 (1.8	 acres	
associated	with	the	landfill	expansion	and	0.5	acre	associated	with	the	transmission	line	relocation)	that	is	
part	 of	 the	preserve	designated	 in	 the	City	 of	 San	Diego	MSCP,	 and	10.5	 acres	 are	 outside	 the	MHPA	 (7.9	
acres	associated	with	the	landfill	expansion	and	2.6	acres	associated	with	the	transmission	line	relocation).		
MM	Sycamore	Bio‐5	below	proposes	mitigation	for	direct	impacts	to	Tier	IIIA	chamise	chaparral	associated	
with	the	landfill	inside	the	MHPA	at	a	1:1	ratio	for	a	total	of	1.8	acres	of	mitigation,	and	outside	the	MHPA	at	
a	0.5:1	ratio	for	a	total	of	3.95	acres.		MM	Sycamore	Bio‐6	below	proposes	mitigation	for	impacts	to	chamise	
chaparral	associated	with	the	transmission	line	relocation	at	a	0.5:1	ratio	for	a	total	of	1.8	acres	of	mitigation.		

Southern	Mixed	Chaparral:	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	0.9	
acre	of	 southern	mixed	chaparral	 that	 is	 classified	as	a	Tier	 IIIA	habitat	pursuant	 to	 the	City	of	San	Diego	
MSCP.	 	These	 impacts	are	associated	with	 the	 landfill,	with	no	 impacts	as	a	result	of	 the	 transmission	 line	
relocation,	and	comprise	approximately	10.1	percent	of	the	total	acreage	of	southern	mixed	chaparral	on	the	
site.		Of	the	total	impact	acreages,	0.3	acre	of	southern	mixed	chaparral	is	within	the	MHPA	that	is	part	of	the	
preserve	designated	in	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP,	and	0.6	acre	is	outside	the	MHPA.		MM	Sycamore	Bio‐7	
below	 proposes	 mitigation	 for	 direct	 impacts	 to	 Tier	 IIIA	 southern	 mixed	 chaparral	 associated	 with	 the	
landfill	 inside	the	MHPA	at	a	1:1	ratio	for	a	total	of	0.3	acre	of	mitigation,	and	outside	the	MHPA	at	a	0.5:1	
ratio	for	an	additional	0.3	acre.			
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Riparian	vegetation:	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	result	in	the	removal	of	0.63	acre	of	
riparian	vegetation	that	do	not	have	designated	tiers	but	are	classified	as	“wetland	communities”	pursuant	to	
the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	(they	are	not	classified	as	USACE	wetlands	based	on	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR).		
This	 includes	0.35	acre	of	 impacts	to	mulefat	scrub	associated	with	the	landfill	within	the	MHPA,	and	0.28	
acre	of	impacts	to	natural	flood	channel	(including	0.27	acre	of	impacts	within	the	MHPA	associated	with	the	
landfill	and	0.01	acre	outside	the	MHPA	associated	with	the	transmission	 line	relocation).	 	These	acreages	
comprise	approximately	14.7	percent	of	the	total	acreage	of	riparian	vegetation	on	the	site.	 	MM	Sycamore	
Bio‐8	below	proposes	mitigation	 for	direct	 impacts	 to	mulefat	scrub	associated	with	 the	 landfill	 inside	 the	
MHPA	at	a	2:1	ratio	for	a	total	of	0.70	acre	of	mitigation.		MM	Sycamore	Bio‐9	below	proposes	mitigation	for	
impacts	to	natural	 flood	channel	associated	with	the	transmission	line	relocation	inside	the	MHPA	at	a	2:1	
ratio	for	a	total	of	0.54	acre	of	mitigation.	

Sensitive Plant Populations 

Of	the	16	sensitive	plant	species	observed	on	site,	as	described	in	subsection	4.4.8.1	above,	seven	are	on	the	
County	 of	 San	Diego	 sensitive	 plant	 Lists	A	 and	B,	 including	willowy	monardella,	 variegated	dudleya,	 San	
Diego	goldenstar,	San	Diego	barrel	cactus,	Nuttall’s	scrub	oak,	decumbent	goldenbush,	and	San	Diego	marsh	
elder.	 	 Of	 those	 seven,	 four	 are	 covered	 species	 pursuant	 to	 the	 City	 of	 San	Diego	MSCP,	 namely	willowy	
monardella,	variegated	dudleya,	San	Diego	goldenstar,	and	San	Diego	barrel	cactus.	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	
Expansion	Alternative	would	result	 in	 impacts	to	six	of	 the	County	of	San	Diego	sensitive	plants,	 including	
direct	impacts	to	five	species	and	indirect	impacts	to	one	species.		A	summary	of	these	impacts,	as	outlined	in	
the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR,	 is	provided	below	including	number	of	 individuals	and	acreages	proposed	 for	
impacts.	 	 Through	 avoidance	 or	 implementation	 of	 mitigation,	 as	 detailed	 below,	 no	 significant	 adverse	
effects	to	County	of	San	Diego	sensitive	plant	populations	would	occur.			

Willowy	monardella	(Monardella	viminea):	A	total	of	31	individuals	of	the	total	46	individuals	on	site	(67.4	
percent)	 would	 be	 potentially	 indirectly	 impacted	 through	 the	 landfill	 expansion,	 all	 located	 within	 the	
MHPA.		No	additional	impacts	would	occur	from	the	transmission	line	relocation.		This	species	is	covered	by	
the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP;	the	species	is	also	state	and	federally	listed	as	endangered.		Changes	in	local	and	
regional	hydrology	can	detrimentally	 impact	willowy	monardella.	 	The	31	 individuals	are	 located	 in	an	off	
site	parcel	inside	the	MHPA	within	Spring	Canyon,	and	the	stream	flow	characteristics	within	the	unseasonal	
creek	 in	 this	canyon	could	be	altered	as	a	result	of	 the	 landfill	expansion	 located	upstream.	 	However,	 the	
relatively	small	drainage	channels	and	associated	watershed	that	would	drain	into	Spring	Canyon	from	the	
landfill	 expansion	are	not	expected	 to	generate	 significant	 amounts	of	 storm	water	 runoff.	 	The	Sycamore	
Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	also	comply	with	the	general	National	Pollutant	Discharge	Elimination	
System	Construction	General	Permit.	 	This	permit	requires	control	of	erosion	and	post‐project	stabilization	
of	 any	 disturbed	 areas	 through	 implementation	 of	 BMPs,	 which	 would	 be	 detailed	 in	 the	 Storm	 Water	
Pollution	Prevention	Plan	prepared	as	a	condition	of	the	grading	permit.		Implementation	of	these	measures	
would	prevent	sediment	discharges	into	Spring	Canyon,	and	thus	avoid	any	downstream	impacts	including	
habitat	 occupied	 by	 willowy	 monardella.	 	 Therefore,	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 would	 occur	 and	 no	
mitigation	is	proposed.		

Variegated	dudleya	(Dudleya	variegata):	A	total	of	1,596	individuals	of	the	total	16,373	individuals	would	be	
directly	impacted	by	the	alternative,	all	located	outside	the	MHPA.		An	additional	424	individuals	would	be	
impacted	by	the	transmission	line	relocation,	including	227	individuals	within	the	MHPA	and	198	individuals	
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outside	the	MHPA.		Total	impacts	therefore	comprise	2,021	individuals	(12.3	percent	of	the	total	number	of	
individuals	on	site),	including	227	individuals	within	the	MHPA	and	1,794	individuals	outside	the	MHPA.	

This	species	is	covered	by	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP,	but	is	a	narrow	endemic	species	requiring	additional	
conservation.		Therefore,	to	comply	with	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP,	mitigation	measures	are	proposed	that	
are	 consistent	 with	 the	 area‐specific	 management	 directives	 (ASMDs)	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 MSCP	 for	
variegated	 dudleya,	 including	 MM	 Sycamore	 Bio‐10	 for	 the	 landfill	 and	 MM	 Sycamore	 Bio‐11	 for	 the	
transmission	line	relocation.			

San	Diego	goldenstar	(Bloomeria	clevelandii,	previously	Muilla	clevelandii):	A	total	of	4.22	acres	of	the	total	
15.64	 acres	 occupied	by	 this	 species	would	be	directly	 impacted	 through	 the	 landfill	 expansion,	 including	
0.01	acre	inside	the	MHPA	and	4.21	acres	outside	the	MHPA.		An	additional	2.38	acres	would	be	impacted	by	
the	 transmission	 line	 relocation,	 including	 0.32	 acre	within	 the	MHPA	 and	 2.06	 acres	 outside	 the	MHPA.		
Total	 impacts	 therefore	 comprise	6.6	 acres	 (42.2	percent	of	 the	 total	 acreage	on	 site),	 including	0.33	acre	
within	the	MHPA	and	6.27	acres	outside	the	MHPA.	

Impacts	 to	 this	 species	 outside	 the	 MHPA	 are	 adequately	 covered	 by	 the	 MSCP,	 and	 impacts	 would	 not	
reduce	 the	 species	 to	 less	 than	 self‐sustaining	 levels.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 on	 site	 population	 of	 San	 Diego	
goldenstar	 is	 not	 one	 of	 the	major	 populations	 assumed	 to	 be	 conserved	 in	 the	MSCP	 species	 evaluation.		
Nonetheless,	 a	 mitigation	 measure	 is	 proposed	 to	 minimize	 impacts	 to	 this	 species,	 including	 off	 site	
preservation	and	weed	abatement.		The	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	states	that	the	City	will	avoid	populations	of	
this	species	within	its	25‐percent	encroachment	area	within	the	MHPA.	 	Therefore,	 in	compliance	with	the	
City	 of	 San	 Diego	 MSCP,	 two	 additional	 mitigation	 measures	 are	 proposed	 that	 are	 consistent	 with	 the	
ASMDs	for	San	Diego	goldenstar.		The	three	mitigation	measures	proposed	include	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐12	and	
MM	Sycamore	Bio‐13	for	the	landfill	and	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐14	for	the	transmission	line	relocation.			

San	Diego	barrel	cactus	(Ferocactus	viridescens):	A	total	of	46	individuals	of	the	total	527	individuals	would	
be	 directly	 impacted	 through	 the	 landfill	 expansion,	 including	 9	 individuals	 within	 the	 MHPA	 and	 37	
individuals	 outside	 the	 MHPA.	 	 An	 additional	 8	 individuals	 would	 be	 impacted	 by	 the	 transmission	 line	
relocation,	 including	 4	 individuals	 within	 the	MHPA	 and	 4	 individuals	 outside	 the	MHPA.	 	 Total	 impacts	
therefore	 comprise	 54	 individuals	 (10.2	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 number	 of	 individuals	 on	 site),	 including	 13	
individuals	within	the	MHPA	and	41	individuals	outside	the	MHPA.	

Impacts	 to	 this	 species	 outside	 the	 MHPA	 are	 adequately	 covered	 by	 the	 MSCP,	 and	 impacts	 would	 not	
reduce	 the	 species	 to	 less	 than	self‐sustaining	 levels.	 	To	 comply	with	 the	ASMDs	 in	 the	City	of	 San	Diego	
MSCP	 for	 San	 Diego	 barrel	 cactus,	 mitigation	 is	 proposed	 for	 impacts	 within	 the	 MHPA,	 specifically	 MM	
Sycamore	Bio‐15	and	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐16	 for	 the	 landfill	 and	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐17	 for	 the	 transmission	
line	relocation.			

Nuttall’s	 scrub	 oak	 (Quercus	 dumosa):	 A	 total	 of	 10	 individuals	 of	 the	 total	 39	 individuals	 on	 site	 (25.6	
percent)	would	be	directly	impacted	through	the	landfill	expansion,	including	4	individuals	within	the	MHPA	
and	 6	 individuals	 outside	 the	 MHPA.	 	 No	 additional	 impacts	 would	 occur	 from	 the	 transmission	 line	
relocation.			

This	species	is	not	common	in	the	area,	is	not	covered	by	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP,	and	is	eligible	for	state	
listing.		Therefore,	a	mitigation	measure	(MM	Sycamore	Bio‐18)	is	proposed.			
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Decumbent	 goldenbush	 (Isocoma	menziesii	 var.	 decumbens):	 A	 total	 of	 164	 individuals	 of	 the	 total	 537	
individuals	would	 be	 directly	 impacted	 through	 the	 landfill	 expansion,	 including	 4	 individuals	within	 the	
MHPA	 and	 160	 individuals	 outside	 the	 MHPA.	 	 An	 additional	 37	 individuals	 would	 be	 impacted	 by	 the	
transmission	 line	relocation,	all	within	the	MHPA.	 	Total	 impacts	therefore	comprise	201	individuals	(37.4	
percent	 of	 the	 total	 number	 of	 individuals	 on	 site),	 including	 41	 individuals	 within	 the	 MHPA	 and	 160	
individuals	outside	the	MHPA.		Impacts	are	not	expected	to	reduce	the	species	to	a	less	than	self‐sustaining	
level	since	this	species	is	known	to	be	common	in	adjacent	areas.	 	Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	
would	occur	and	no	mitigation	is	proposed.	

Regionally Limited Sensitive Habitats 

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	does	not	support	any	sensitive	habitats	that	are	regionally	
limited	based	on	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR.	 	Some	of	 the	native	habitats	described	above	are	considered	
sensitive	 pursuant	 to	 CDFG	 and/or	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego,	 such	 as	 coastal	 sage	 scrub,	 valley	 needlegrass	
grassland,	 and	 riparian	 habitat,	 but	 are	 not	 considered	 regionally	 limited	 due	 to	 their	 distribution	
throughout	southern	California.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	 mitigation	 measures	 below,	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	
Alternative	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	native	vegetation	or	sensitive	plant	populations.		
With	 regards	 to	 sensitive	 plant	 populations,	 the	 number	 of	 individuals	 may	 vary	 from	 year‐to‐year	 and	
season‐to‐season	 and	 the	 mitigation,	 as	 applicable,	 would	 ultimately	 be	 applied	 to	 all	 individuals	 of	 the	
species	located	within	the	impact	area.			

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐2:	Impacts	to	18	acres	of	Tier	II	Diegan	and	disturbed	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	
inside	the	MHPA	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	1:1	ratio,	for	a	mitigation	requirement	of	16	acres.		
Impacts	to	19	acres	of	Diegan	and	disturbed	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	outside	the	MHPA	
shall	be	mitigated	at	a	1:1	ratio,	 for	a	mitigation	requirement	of	18.1	acres.	 	 In	total,	35	
acres	of	mitigation	shall	be	identified	and	preserved	inside	the	MHPA	for	direct	impacts	
to	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐1b).	

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐3:	Transmission	 line	 impacts	 to	1.8	acres	of	Diegan	coastal	 sage	 scrub	 (Tier	 I)	
inside	the	MHPA	and	2.0	acres	outside	the	MHPA	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	1:1	ratio,	 for	a	
total	 mitigation	 requirement	 of	 3.8	 acres	 (2012	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 mitigation	 measure	
Bio‐16a).	

Valley Needlegrass Grassland 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐4:	 Impacts	 to	 0.9	 acre	 of	 Tier	 I	 valley	 needlegrass	 grassland	 inside	 the	MHPA	
shall	be	mitigated	at	a	2:1	ratio,	for	a	mitigation	requirement	of	1.8	acres.	Impacts	to	2.7	
acres	of	valley	needlegrass	grassland	outside	the	MHPA	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	1:1	ratio,	
for	 a	 mitigation	 requirement	 of	 2.7	 acres.	 In	 total,	 4.5	 acres	 of	 mitigation	 shall	 be	
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identified	 and	preserved	 inside	 the	MHPA	 (2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	
Bio‐1a)	

Chamise Chaparral 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐5:	Impacts	to	1.8	acres	of	Tier	III(A)	chamise	chaparral	inside	the	MHPA	shall	be	
mitigated	at	a	1:1	ratio,	for	a	mitigation	requirement	of	1.8	acres.		Impacts	to	7.9	acres	of	
chamise	chaparral	outside	the	MHPA	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	0.5:1	ratio,	 for	a	mitigation	
requirement	 of	 3.95	 acres.	 In	 total,	 5.8	 acres	 of	 mitigation	 shall	 be	 identified	 and	
preserved	inside	the	MHPA	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐1c).	

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐6:	Transmission	line	impacts	to	0.5	acre	of	chamise	chaparral	(Tier	IIIA)	inside	
the	 MHPA	 shall	 be	 mitigated	 at	 a	 1:1	 ratio,	 for	 a	 mitigation	 requirement	 of	 0.5	 acre.	
Impacts	to	2.6	acres	of	chamise	chaparral	(Tier	IIIA)	outside	the	MHPA	shall	be	mitigated	
at	 a	 0.5:1	 ratio,	 for	 a	 mitigation	 requirement	 of	 1.3	 acres.	 The	 total	 mitigation	
requirement	 for	 chamise	 chaparral	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 transmission	 line	
relocation	shall	be	1.8	acres	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐16b).	

Southern Mixed Chaparral 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐7:	Impacts	to	0.3	acre	of	Tier	III(A)	southern	mixed	chaparral	 inside	the	MHPA	
shall	be	mitigated	at	a	1:1	ratio,	for	a	mitigation	requirement	of	0.3	acre.		Impacts	to	0.6	
acre	outside	the	MHPA	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	0.5:1	ratio,	for	a	mitigation	requirement	of	
0.3	acre.	In	total,	0.6	acre	of	mitigation	shall	be	identified	and	preserved	inside	the	MHPA	
(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐1d).	

Riparian Vegetation 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐8:	Impacts	to	0.35	acre	of	mule	fat	scrub	inside	the	MHPA	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	
2:1	 ratio,	 for	 a	 total	 mitigation	 requirement	 of	 0.70	 acre	 of	 wetlands.	 The	 mitigation	
obligation	for	mule	fat	scrub	impacts	shall	be	met	through	a	combination	of	a	surplus	of	
0.94	acre	of	completed	and	approved	mitigation	credits	and	the	purchase	of	credits	in	the	
Rancho	Jamul	Wetland	Mitigation	Bank	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐
1f).	

MM	 Sycamore	 Bio‐9:	 Impacts	 to	 0.27	 acre	 of	 natural	 flood	 channel	 inside	 the	 MHPA	 shall	 be	
mitigated	 at	 a	 2:1	 ratio,	 for	 a	 total	mitigation	 requirement	 of	 0.54	 acre.	 The	mitigation	
obligation	for	mule	fat	scrub	impacts	shall	be	met	through	a	combination	of	a	surplus	of	
0.94	acre	of	completed	and	approved	mitigation	credits	and	the	purchase	of	credits	in	the	
Rancho	 Jamul	 Wetland	 Mitigation	 Bank	 as	 part	 of	 mitigation	 for	 impacts	 to	 City	
jurisdiction	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐1g).	

Variegated Dudleya 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐10:	The	1,596	variegated	dudleya	outside	the	MHPA	that	would	be	impacted	by	
the	 landfill	 expansion,	 and	 the	 remaining	 1,098	 (also	 outside	 the	 MHPA)	 variegated	
dudleya	within	 the	ungraded	portion	of	 the	2002	PDP/SDP	permitted	disturbance	area	
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shall	 be	 salvaged	 prior	 to	 construction	 and	 translocated	 to	 the	 off	 site	 mitigation	 site	
(APN	366‐080‐29),	as	described	in	the	Variegated	Dudleya	Translocation	Plan	prepared	
by	RECON	in	2011	as	part	of	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR	for	the	alternative	site.		Impacts	
to	 1,596	 variegated	 dudleya	 caused	 by	 the	 landfill	 expansion	 shall	 be	mitigated	 in	 the	
same	 manner	 as	 is	 being	 conducted	 for	 those	 impacted	 within	 the	 2002	 PDP/SDP	
permitted	disturbance	area.		The	variegated	dudleya	translocation	site	shall	be	preserved	
and	 managed	 in	 perpetuity	 by	 the	 City	 Park	 and	 Recreation	 Department,	 Open	 Space	
Division	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐4a).	

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐11:	The	425	variegated	dudleya	plants	that	are	located	within	the	SDG&E	impact	
area	shall	be	salvaged	and	translocated	to	the	off	site	mitigation	site	as	described	in	the	
variegated	dudleya	 translocation	plan	prepared	by	RECON	 in	2011	as	part	 of	 the	2012	
Revised	Final	EIR	for	the	alternative	site.	Mitigation	would	include	the	following	criteria:	
(1)	collection	of	seed	from	the	impacted	population	that	would	include	the	flagging	of	the	
plants	in	the	spring	when	visible,	for	collection	of	seed	once	fully	matured;	(2)	salvage	of	
the	top	four	to	six	inches	of	soil	that	contains	the	corms	to	be	impacted;	(3)	propagation	
and	 translocation	 of	 the	 salvaged	material	 through	 a	 variety	 of	methods	 such	 as	 hand‐
broadcasting	 seed	 and/or	 placement	 of	 leaf	 cuttings	 onto	 the	 translocation	 site,	
transplantation	of	salvaged	corms,	and	transplantation	of	individuals	grown	in	a	nursery	
setting;	(4)	development	and	implementation	of	a	maintenance	and	monitoring	program;	
and	 (5)	 achievement	 of	 the	 restoration	 success	 criteria.	 The	 variegated	 dudleya	
translocation	 site	 shall	 be	 preserved	 and	managed	 in	 perpetuity	 by	 the	 City	 Park	 and	
Recreation	Department,	Open	Space	Division	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	
Bio‐18).	

San Diego Goldenstar 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐12:	The	approximately	0.01	acre	of	San	Diego	goldenstar	 inside	the	MHPA	that	
would	be	impacted	by	the	landfill	expansion	shall	be	mitigated	through	several	methods:	
(1)	salvage	and	translocation	of	the	individuals	from	the	affected	0.01	acre	to	the	off	site	
mitigation	 site	 (parcel	 366‐080‐29),	 as	 described	 in	 the	 San	 Diego	 goldenstar	 plans	
prepared	by	RECON	in	2007	as	part	of	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR	for	the	alternative	site;	
(2)	collection	of	seed	from	the	impacted	population	that	would	include	the	flagging	of	the	
plants	in	the	spring	when	visible	for	collection	of	seed	once	fully	matured;	(3)	salvage	of	
the	top	four	to	six	inches	of	soil	that	contains	the	corms	to	be	impacted;	(4)	propagation	
and	 translocation	 of	 the	 salvaged	material	 through	 a	 variety	 of	methods	 such	 as	 hand	
broadcasting	 seed,	 transplantation	 of	 salvaged	 corms,	 and/or	 transplantation	 of	
individuals	 grown	 in	 a	 nursery	 setting;	 (5)	 development	 and	 implementation	 of	 a	
maintenance	 and	monitoring	 program;	 and	 (6)	 achievement	 of	 the	 restoration	 success	
criteria.	The	San	Diego	goldenstar	 translocation	site	shall	be	preserved	and	managed	 in	
perpetuity	 by	 the	 City	 Park	 and	 Recreation	 Department,	 Open	 Space	 Division	 (2012	
Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐5).	

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐13:	Landfill	 expansion	 impacts	 to	 4.21	 acres	 of	 goldenstar	 located	 outside	 the	
MHPA	 shall	 be	 minimized	 through	 the	 following:	 (1)	 conveyance	 of	 3.79	 acres	 of	 San	
Diego	goldenstar	to	the	City	within	APNs	366‐031‐14	(0.13	acre),	366‐031‐18	(0.13	acre),	
and	366‐040‐40	(3.53	acres);	and	(2)	implementation	of	a	weed	treatment	program	and	
monitoring	program	in	preserved	areas	where	San	Diego	goldenstar	is	located:	3.53	acres	
in	 APN	 366‐040‐40,	 to	 allow	 the	 current	 subpopulations	 to	 increase	 in	 size	 due	 to	
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reduced	competition	from	non‐native	plants.	Mitigation	lands	to	be	conveyed	to	the	City	
as	 part	 of	 the	 San	 Diego	 goldenstar	 conveyance	 shall	 be	 preserved	 and	 managed	 in	
perpetuity	 by	 the	 City	 Park	 and	 Recreation	 Department,	 Open	 Space	 Division	 (2012	
Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐5b).	

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐14:	 Impacts	 to	 the	approximately	0.32	acre	of	 San	Diego	goldenstar	 inside	 the	
MHPA	shall	be	mitigated	by:	salvaging	and	translocating	the	affected	plants	to	the	off	site	
mitigation	site	as	described	 in	 the	San	Diego	goldenstar	 translocation	plan	prepared	by	
RECON	 in	 2011	 as	 part	 of	 the	 2012	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 for	 the	 alternative	 site.	 While	
impacts	to	San	Diego	goldenstar	outside	the	MHPA	(2.06)	acres	are	considered	less	than	
significant,	 SDG&E	 transmission	 line	 impacts	 to	 this	 species	 outside	 the	MHPA	 shall	 be	
minimized	by:	(1)	conveying	3.79	acres	of	San	Diego	goldenstar	to	the	City	within	parcels	
366‐031‐14	 (0.13	 acre),	 366‐031‐18	 (0.13	 acre),	 and	 366‐040‐40	 (3.53	 acres);	 and	 (2)	
implementing	 a	 weed	 treatment	 program	 and	monitoring	 program	 in	 preserved	 areas	
where	San	Diego	goldenstar	is	located,	including	3.53	acres	in	parcel	366‐040‐40,	to	allow	
the	 current	 subpopulations	 to	 increase	 in	 size	 due	 to	 reduced	 competition	 from	 non‐
native	 plants.	 The	 final	mitigation	 parcels	 to	 be	 conveyed	 shall	 be	 determined	 through	
consultation	with	the	City,	and	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	City	Manager.	Mitigation	lands	to	
be	conveyed	 to	 the	City	shall	be	preserved	and	managed	 in	perpetuity	by	 the	City	Park	
and	 Recreation	 Department,	 Open	 Space	 Division	 (2012	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 mitigation	
measure	Bio‐19).	

San Diego Barrel Cactus 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐15:	The	9	individual	San	Diego	barrel	cacti	that	are	located	inside	the	MHPA	and	
would	be	impacted	by	the	landfill	expansion	shall	be	salvaged	prior	to	construction	and	
translocated	 to	 the	 off	 site	 mitigation	 parcel	 as	 described	 in	 the	 Coast	 Barrel	 Cactus	
Translocation	Plan	prepared	by	RECON	in	2011	as	part	of	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR.	The	
individuals	 within	 the	 proposed	 impact	 area	 shall	 be	 salvaged	 and	 stored	 by	 a	 local	
qualified	 native	 plant	 nursery	 prior	 to	 use	 in	 future	 translocation	 into	 the	 Sycamore	
Landfill	 mitigation	 parcel.	 The	 San	 Diego	 barrel	 cactus	 translocation	 site	 shall	 be	
preserved	and	managed	in	perpetuity	by	the	City	Park	and	Recreation	Department,	Open	
Space	Division	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐6).	

MM	 Sycamore	Bio‐16:	 The	 37	 individual	 San	 Diego	 barrel	 cacti	 that	 would	 be	 impacted	 by	 the	
landfill	expansion	shall	be	salvaged	prior	to	construction	and	translocated	to	the	off	site	
mitigation	parcel	as	a	part	of	the	mitigation	activities	described	in	the	Coast	Barrel	Cactus	
Translocation	Plan	prepared	by	RECON	in	2011	as	part	of	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR.	The	
individuals	may	be	 temporarily	stored	by	a	 local	qualified	native	plant	nursery	prior	 to	
use	 in	 future	 translocation	 into	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	mitigation	parcel.	 The	 San	Diego	
barrel	 cactus	 translocation	 site	 translocation	 site	 shall	 be	 preserved	 and	 managed	 in	
perpetuity	 by	 the	 City	 Park	 and	 Recreation	 Department,	 Open	 Space	 Division	 (2012	
Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐6b).	

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐17:	The	four	individuals	of	San	Diego	barrel	cactus	inside	the	MHPA	and	the	four	
individuals	outside	the	MHPA,	shall	be	salvaged	and	translocated	to	the	off	site	mitigation	
site	 as	 described	 in	 the	 Coast	 Barrel	 Cactus	 Translocation	 Plan	 prepared	 by	 RECON	 in	
2011	as	part	of	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR.	The	individuals	within	the	proposed	impact	
area	shall	be	salvaged	and	stored	by	a	local	qualified	native	plant	nursery	prior	to	future	
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translocation	 into	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	mitigation	parcel.	 The	 San	Diego	barrel	 cactus	
translocation	 site	 shall	 be	 preserved	 and	managed	 in	 perpetuity	 by	 the	 City	 Park	 and	
Recreation	Department,	Open	Space	Division	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	
Bio‐20).	

Nuttall’s Scrub Oak 

MM	 Sycamore	Bio‐18:	The	 10	 individual	 (4	 inside	 the	MHPA	 and	 6	 outside	 the	MHPA)	 Nuttall’s	
scrub	 oaks	 that	would	 be	 impacted	 by	 the	 landfill	 expansion	 shall	 be	 replaced	 at	 a	 4:1	
ratio;	therefore,	40	Nuttall’s	scrub	oaks	shall	be	planted	at	the	off	site	mitigation	site	(APN	
366‐080‐29).	The	Nuttall’s	scrub	oak	translocation	site	shall	be	preserved	and	managed	
in	 perpetuity	 by	 the	 City	 Park	 and	Recreation	Department,	 Open	 Space	Division	 (2012	
Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐7).	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	loss	of	designated	critical	habitat	that	leads	to	an	adverse	modification	of	its	habitat.	

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	is	not	mapped	as	designated	critical	habitat	for	any	species.		
Designated	critical	habitat	 for	San	Diego	ambrosia,	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	and	least	Bell’s	vireo	are	
mapped	off	site	within	approximately	1.5	miles	(see	Figure	4.4‐16).		Therefore,	this	criterion	does	not	apply.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	permanent	disturbance	of	wildlife	movement	or	disruption	for	an	extended	period	that	would	lead	
to	a	disruption	in	gene	flow.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	BIO‐3:	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	 site	has	not	been	
identified	as	a	local	or	regional	wildlife	movement	corridor.		However,	open	areas	exist	to	the	north,	
south	and	west	of	the	site	that	could	allow	for	wildlife	movement,	including	Marine	Corps	Air	Station	
Miramar,	the	Mission	Trails	Regional	Park,	and	Spring	Canyon,	respectively.	 	The	alternative	would	
result	in	some	impacts	to	Spring	Canyon	from	fill	slopes	associated	with	the	landfill,	but	the	majority	
of	the	canyon	would	be	left	undisturbed	and	could	continue	to	be	used	by	wildlife.		The	transmission	
line	 relocation	would	 also	 temporarily	 disrupt	wildlife	movement	 during	 construction	within	 the	
Spring	Canyon	 corridor.	 	No	permanent	or	 temporary	 impacts	would	occur	 to	any	other	potential	
wildlife	movement	 areas.	 	 Therefore,	 no	 significant	 adverse	 permanent	 or	 temporary	 effects	 to	
wildlife	movement	would	occur.	

A	wildlife	corridor	study	was	conducted	for	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR	and	is	summarized	in	this	analysis.		
Undeveloped	areas	around	the	existing	landfill	currently	connect	with	open	areas	including	the	Marine	Corps	
Air	Station	(MCAS)	Miramar	to	the	north,	the	Mission	Trails	Regional	Park	to	the	south,	and	Spring	Canyon	to	
the	west.		Spring	Canyon	is	identified	as	a	regional	wildlife	movement	corridor	in	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP,	
which	runs	north‐south	from	MCAS	Miramar,	under	the	SR	52	bridge,	and	into	the	Mission	Trails	Regional	
Park.		Little	Sycamore	Canyon	within	the	boundaries	of	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	has	
not	been	identified	as	a	local	or	regional	wildlife	movement	corridor,	and	was	assumed	to	be	impacted	by	the	
landfill	 in	 the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP.	 	The	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	requires	 that	 the	 landfill	not	preclude	
wildlife	movement	through	more	than	one	of	the	three	wildlife	corridors	in	East	Elliot	(Spring	Canyon,	Oak	
Canyon,	 or	 Quail	 Canyon),	 and	 if	 movement	 was	 precluded	 through	 one	 of	 the	 canyons	 it	 would	 not	 be	
significant.	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 impact	 the	 function	 of	 the	
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adjacent	open	areas	or	wildlife	movement	corridors	within	any	canyons,	including	Spring	Canyon.			Although	
some	impacts	would	occur	to	Spring	Canyon	from	fill	slopes	associated	with	the	landfill,	the	majority	would	
be	left	undisturbed	and	wildlife	could	continue	to	use	the	area	for	movement.		The	impacts	would	not	result	
in	 any	 structures	 that	 would	 impede	 any	wildlife	movement,	 and	 the	 fill	 slopes	 would	 be	 reseeded	with	
native	plant	species	soon	after	development	in	order	to	be	available	for	wildlife	movement.		No	impacts	are	
proposed	to	Oak	Canyon	or	Quail	Canyon.		Therefore,	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	not	
interfere	with	any	wildlife	movement	or	established	wildlife	corridors,	and	would	be	consistent	with	the	City	
of	 San	 Diego	MSCP.	 	 Furthermore,	 following	 closure	 of	 the	 landfill	 in	 25	 to	 30	 years,	 the	 area	 would	 be	
restored	and	preserved	as	open	space	which	would	increase	available	areas	for	wildlife	use	in	the	San	Diego	
region.	Based	on	the	above,	no	significant	adverse	effects	to	wildlife	movement	would	occur.	

The	 transmission	 line	 relocation	 may	 temporarily	 disrupt	 wildlife	 movement	 within	 the	 Spring	 Canyon	
corridor	 for	 a	 short	 period	 of	 time	 during	 construction,	 but	 the	 disruption	 would	 not	 be	 permanent.		
Following	 construction,	 the	 facilities	would	not	 impact	 the	 function	of	 the	 adjacent	open	 space	or	wildlife	
corridors,	therefore	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

Based	 on	 the	 analysis	 summarized	 above,	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 wildlife	movement	 or	 wildlife	
corridors	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	indirect	impacts	on	a	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	leading	to	a	jeopardy	opinion	for	one	
or	more	species.	

Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 BIO‐4:	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 could	 result	 in	
direct	and	indirect	impacts	to	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species	including	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	
least	Bell’s	 vireo,	 grasshopper	 sparrow,	nesting	birds	protected	under	 the	MBTA,	nesting	 raptors,	
orange	 throat	whiptail,	coast	horned	 lizard,	and	western	spadefoot	 toad.	 	To	compensate	 for	 these	
impacts,	mitigation	would	be	 incorporated,	 including	avoidance	of	 the	breeding	 season	 if	 feasible,	
restrictions	 during	 the	 breeding	 season,	 construction	 fencing,	 and	 biological	 monitoring.	 	 With	
implementation	of	the	mitigation	measures,	no	significant	adverse	direct	or	indirect	effects	on	state‐	
or	federal‐listed	species	would	occur.			

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	has	the	potential	to	impact	the	state‐	and	federal‐listed	species	
outlined	 in	 subsection	 4.4.8.1	 above,	 including	 the	 endangered	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 and	 the	 endangered	 and	
threatened	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	in	addition	to	other	species.		Potential	indirect	and	direct	impacts	
to	these	species	are	discussed	below,	as	summarized	from	the	2012	Revised	Final	EIR.		With	implementation	
of	the	proposed	mitigation	measures,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

Coastal	 California	 gnatcatchers	were	 detected	 on	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	Alternative	 site	 during	
focused	surveys	in	2001	and	2003,	but	have	not	been	detected	during	subsequent	surveys	up	to	2010.		The	
absence	of	the	species	is	likely	related	to	the	2003	Cedar	Fire	that	burned	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	in	the	



4.4  BIological Resources    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.4‐162	 	

	

vicinity.	 	 Although	 the	 site	 is	 not	 currently	 occupied	 by	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatchers,	 the	 species	 may	
return	 to	 the	 site	 as	 the	Diegan	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 continues	 to	 recover	 from	 the	 fire.	 	 Impacts	 to	 coastal	
California	gnatcatchers	outside	the	MHPA	are	considered	adequately	covered	by	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	
and	effects	would	not	be	adverse.		Impacts	inside	the	MHPA	would	be	considered	adverse.		Should	the	site	be	
occupied	by	 this	 species	 in	 the	 future,	potential	direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts	 are	 summarized	below.	 	With	
implementation	of	the	proposed	mitigation,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Direct	 Impacts:	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 could	 directly	 affect	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher,	if	the	species	occupies	the	site	in	the	future,	through	removal	of	habitat	including	17.7	acres	of	
Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub	within	 the	MHPA.	 	This	 impact	would	be	compensated	through	 incorporation	of	
MM	Sycamore	Bio‐2	and	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐3	described	in	Impact	Statement	Sycamore	BIO‐2	above.	

Indirect	 Impacts:	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 could	 indirectly	 impact	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher	 inside	 the	 MHPA,	 if	 the	 species	 occupies	 the	 site	 in	 the	 future,	 through	 construction	 and	
operational	 noise	 levels	 above	 60	 dBA	Leq	 (or	 ambient,	whichever	 is	 greater).	 	 Since	 birds	 are	 dependent	
upon	 sound	 for	 communication	 and	 can	 be	 sensitive	 to	 noise,	 noise	 associated	with	 the	 construction	 and	
landfill	 operations	 could	 have	 a	 permanent	 indirect	 effect	 on	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 during	 their	
breeding	 season	 (March	 1	 to	 August	 15).	 	 The	 projected	 increase	 in	 noise	 could	 affect	 up	 to	 12	 acres	 of	
habitat	 (Diegan	 coastal	 sage	 scrub)	 for	 this	 species	within	 the	MHPA	 through	 the	 time	 of	 landfill	 closure.		
Noise	 related	 impacts	 associated	 with	 landfill	 activities	 would	 require	 mitigation	 measures	 to	 reduce	
impacts	to	a	 less	than	significant	 level,	 including	restricting	activities	to	outside	the	breeding	season	when	
feasible,	 restricting	 noise	 during	 the	 breeding	 season,	 noise	 barriers,	monitoring	 noise	 levels,	 and	 habitat	
mitigation	 (see	 MM	 Sycamore	 Bio‐19	 and	 MM	 Sycamore	 Bio‐20	 below).	 	 Mitigation	 is	 also	 proposed	 for	
impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 transmission	 line	 relocation,	 pursuant	 to	 MM	 Sycamore	 Bio‐21	 below.	 	 The	
mitigation	measures	are	in	compliance	with	the	ASMDs	for	this	species	as	outlined	in	the	City	of	San	Diego	
MSCP	to	reduce	edge	effects	and	minimize	disturbance	during	the	nesting	period.		Fire	protection	measures,	
as	required	pursuant	to	the	ASMDs,	would	also	be	implemented	to	reduce	the	risk	of	fire	ignition	from	any	
landfill	activities	as	part	of	the	design	features.	

Least Bell’s Vireo  

A	 single	 least	Bell’s	 vireo	was	 observed	within	 the	 southern	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 in	 spring	 2011.	 	 The	bird	
appeared	to	be	a	transient	with	no	established	breeding	territory,	and	was	only	observed	on	one	occasion.		
The	 individual	was	not	detected	on	subsequent	surveys	or	during	previous	surveys	over	the	 last	10	years.		
Furthermore,	 focused	 protocol	 surveys	 conducted	 in	 2012	 were	 negative.	 	 Therefore,	 no	 impacts	 are	
expected	 to	 least	Bell’s	vireo.	 	However,	 should	 this	 species	occupy	 the	site	 in	 the	 future,	 indirect	 impacts	
from	noise	could	occur	from	construction	activities	adjacent	to	suitable	habitat	during	the	breeding	season	
(March	15	–	September	15).	 	To	avoid	potential	 impacts,	mitigation	measures	are	proposed	including	pre‐
construction	surveys	to	determine	presence	or	absence	of	the	species	and,	if	present,	restricting	activities	to	
outside	the	breeding	season	when	feasible,	restricting	noise	during	the	breeding	season,	noise	barriers,	and	
monitoring	noise	levels	(see	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐22	below).			

Other Sensitive Bird Species  

Other	bird	species	listed	in	subsection	4.4.8.1	above	could	be	indirectly	impacted	through	removal	of	habitat,	
and	 directly	 impacted	 through	 removal	 of	 nests.	 	 Potential	 indirect	 and	 direct	 impacts	would	 be	 avoided	
through	 compliance	with	 the	MBTA	 to	 avoid	 nesting	 birds,	 including	 raptors	 such	 as	 northern	 harrier	 or	
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white‐tailed	kite.		Certain	raptors,	like	the	white‐tailed	kite,	are	fully	protected	species	under	Fish	and	Game	
Code	Section	3511.	

Southern	California	 rufous‐crowned	 sparrow:	This	 species	 is	 adequately	 covered	by	 the	City	 of	 San	Diego	
MSCP,	and	the	population	would	not	be	reduced	to	 less	than	self‐sustaining	 levels	due	to	the	extent	of	 the	
preserved	MHPA	lands	in	the	immediate	vicinity.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Grasshopper	sparrow:	This	species	is	not	covered	by	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	but	is	designated	as	a	SSC	
due	 to	 habitat	 loss	 from	urbanization	 and	 is	 on	 the	 County	 of	 San	Diego	 sensitive	 species	 list.	 	 Proposed	
impacts	to	suitable	habitat	for	grasshopper	sparrow,	specifically	native	and	non‐native	grasslands,	would	be	
minimal.	 	 Furthermore,	mitigation	 is	proposed	 for	 impacts	 to	both	native	and	non‐native	grasslands.	 	The	
mitigation	for	native	grasslands	is	outlined	in	Impact	Statement	Sycamore	BIO‐2	above	(MM	Sycamore	Bio‐
4),	 and	 the	mitigation	 for	 non‐native	 grasslands	 is	 outlined	 below	 (MM	 Sycamore	Bio‐23).	 	 Therefore,	 no	
significant	adverse	effects	to	this	species	would	occur.			

California	horned	lark	and	Bell’s	sage	sparrow:		These	species	are	not	covered	by	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP;	
they	are	CDFG	Watch	List	and	on	the	County	of	San	Diego	sensitive	species	list.		However,	impacts	would	not	
be	considered	adverse	based	on	the	extent	of	the	preserved	MHPA	lands	in	the	immediate	vicinity.	

Amphibians  

Impacts	to	one	amphibian	species	that	is	not	covered	by	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP,	the	western	spadefoot	
toad,	would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	based	on	the	extent	of	the	preserved	MHPA	lands	in	the	
immediate	 vicinity	 and	 the	 relatively	 low	 sensitivity	 of	 the	 species.	 	 Nevertheless,	 to	 minimize	 potential	
impacts	 to	 this	 species,	 MHPA	 lands	 would	 be	 conserved	 and	 fencing	 would	 be	 installed	 along	 the	
construction	 limits	 to	 identify	 an	 appropriate	 buffer	 area	 to	 avoid	 around	 suitable	 habitat	 during	 grading	
activities,	and	monitoring	will	be	conducted	by	a	biologist	(see	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐24	below).	

Reptiles  

Impacts	 could	 occur	 to	 coast	 horned	 lizard,	 Coronado	 Island	 skink,	 and	 red	 diamond	 rattlesnake	 that	 are	
known	to	occur	on	the	site.		Impacts	to	coast	horned	lizard	are	covered	under	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	and	
would	therefore	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.		The	remaining	species	are	not	covered	by	the	City	
of	 San	Diego	MSCP,	 but	 impacts	would	not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 based	on	 the	 extent	 of	 the	
preserved	 MHPA	 lands	 in	 the	 immediate	 vicinity	 and	 the	 relatively	 low	 sensitivity	 of	 the	 species.	 	 In	
compliance	with	the	ASMDs	for	the	coast	horned	lizard,	MHPA	lands	would	be	conserved	and	fencing	would	
be	 installed	 along	 the	 construction	 limits	 to	 identify	 an	 appropriate	 buffer	 area	 to	 avoid	 around	 suitable	
habitat	during	grading	activities,	in	addition	to	biological	monitoring	(see	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐24	below).	

Mammals  

Impacts	 to	mule	 deer	 are	 covered	 under	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	MSCP	 and	would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	
adverse	effects.	
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Species with Potential to Occur On site  

Additional	 sensitive	wildlife	 species	with	 a	 potential	 to	 occur	 in	 the	 impact	 areas	 include	 Cooper’s	 hawk,	
loggerhead	 shrike,	 orangethroat	whiptail,	 two‐striped	 garter	 snake,	 San	Diego	black‐tailed	 jackrabbit,	 and	
San	Diego	desert	woodrat.	 	Potential	impacts	to	Cooper’s	hawk	would	be	avoided	through	compliance	with	
the	MBTA.		Impacts	to	the	remaining	species	that	are	not	covered	under	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	would	
not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	based	on	the	extent	of	the	preserved	MHPA	lands	in	the	immediate	
vicinity	and	the	relatively	low	sensitivity	of	the	species.		The	orangethroat	whiptail	is	covered	under	the	City	
of	 San	Diego	MSCP	 therefore	any	 impacts	would	not	 result	 in	 significant	adverse	effects.	 	Nevertheless,	 to	
minimize	potential	impacts	and	consistent	with	the	ASMDs	for	this	species,	fencing	would	be	installed	during	
construction	 and	 biological	 monitoring	 would	 be	 conducted	 (see	 MM	 Sycamore	 Bio‐24	 below).	 	 USFWS	
protocol	surveys	for	Quino	checkerspot	butterfly	were	conducted	in	2011	and	2012	and	the	species	was	not	
detected.	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 site	 is	 not	 known	 to	 support	 any	 other	 sensitive,	
unique,	or	rare	species	other	than	those	identified	and	analyzed	above.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	 mitigation	 measures,	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	
would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	state‐	or	federal‐listed	species.					

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

MM	 Sycamore	 Bio‐19:	 As	 mitigation	 for	 long‐term	 truck	 noise	 along	 the	 landfill	 access	 road,	
approximately	12	acres	of	coastal	sage	scrub	within	the	MHPA	shall	be	conveyed	 in	 fee	
title	to	the	City	of	San	Diego	for	long‐term	preservation.	Mitigation	lands	to	be	conveyed	
to	the	City	shall	be	preserved	and	managed	in	perpetuity	by	the	City	Park	and	Recreation	
Department,	Open	Space	Division	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐11a).	

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐20:	All	landfill	activities	shall	be	conducted	either	outside	the	breeding	season	or	
behind	15‐	 to	20‐foot‐high	noise	berms,	built	within	 the	current	grading	 limits	 to	avoid	
any	direct	impacts	to	sensitive	vegetation	from	berm	construction.	To	ensure	that	landfill	
activities,	including	the	creation	of	the	noise	berms,	would	not	result	in	indirect	impacts,	
the	 following	 measures	 shall	 be	 implemented	 (2012	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 mitigation	
measure	Bio‐11):	

	 No	clearing,	grubbing,	grading,	or	other	construction	activities,	including	those	related	to	
creation	of	noise	berms,	shall	occur	between	March	1	and	August	15,	the	breeding	season	
of	 the	coastal	California	gnatcatcher,	until	 the	 following	requirements	have	been	met	to	
the	satisfaction	of	the	City	Manager:	

	 A.	 A	 qualified	 biologist	 (possessing	 a	 valid	 Endangered	 Species	Act	 Section	 10(a)(1)(a)	
Recovery	Permit)	shall	survey	those	habitat	areas	within	the	MHPA	that	would	be	subject	
to	 construction	 noise	 levels	 exceeding	 60	 decibels	 [dB(A)]	 hourly	 average	 for	 the	
presence	 of	 the	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher.	 Surveys	 for	 the	 coastal	 California	
gnatcatcher	shall	be	conducted	pursuant	to	the	protocol	survey	guidelines	established	by	
the	USFWS	within	the	breeding	season	prior	to	the	commencement	of	any	construction.	If	
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coastal	California	gnatcatchers	are	present,	 then	Condition	I	and	either	II	or	 III	must	be	
met:	

	 I.	Between	March	1	and	August	15,	no	clearing,	grubbing,	or	grading	of	occupied	coastal	
California	gnatcatcher	habitat	within	the	MHPA	shall	be	permitted.	Areas	restricted	from	
such	 activities	 shall	 be	 staked	 or	 fenced	 under	 the	 supervision	 of	 a	 qualified	 biologist;	
AND		

	 II.	Between	March	1	and	August	15,	no	construction	activities,	 including	berm	creation,	
shall	 occur	within	 any	 portion	 of	 the	 site	where	 construction	 activities	would	 result	 in	
noise	 levels	 exceeding	 60	 dB(A)	 hourly	 average	 at	 the	 edge	 of	 occupied	 gnatcatcher	
habitat	 within	 the	 MHPA.	 	 An	 analysis	 showing	 that	 noise	 generated	 by	 construction	
activities	would	not	exceed	60	dB(A)	hourly	average	at	the	edge	of	occupied	habitat	must	
be	 completed	 by	 a	 Qualified	 Acoustician	 (possessing	 current	 noise	 engineer	 license	 or	
registration	 with	 monitoring	 noise	 level	 experience	 with	 listed	 animal	 species)	 and	
approved	 by	 the	 City	 Manager	 at	 least	 two	 weeks	 prior	 to	 the	 commencement	 of	
construction	activities.	 	Prior	to	the	commencement	of	construction	activities	during	the	
breeding	season,	areas	restricted	from	such	activities	shall	be	staked	or	fenced	under	the	
supervision	of	a	qualified	biologist;	OR	

	 III.	At	 least	 two	weeks	prior	 to	 the	 commencement	of	 construction	activities	 (including	
berm	 creation	 in	 accordance	 with	 Noi‐1),	 and	 under	 the	 direction	 of	 a	 Qualified	
Acoustician,	 noise	 attenuation	 measures	 (e.g.,	 berms,	 walls)	 shall	 be	 implemented	 to	
ensure	 that	noise	 levels	 resulting	 from	construction	activities	will	 not	 exceed	60	dB(A)	
hourly	 average	 at	 the	 edge	 of	 habitat	 occupied	 by	 the	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	
within	the	MHPA.		Concurrent	with	the	commencement	of	construction	activities	and	the	
construction	 of	 necessary	 noise	 attenuation	 facilities,	 noise	 monitoring*	 shall	 be	
conducted	 at	 the	 edge	 of	 the	 occupied	 habitat	 area	 to	 ensure	 that	 noise	 levels	 do	 not	
exceed	 60	 dB(A)	 hourly	 average.	 	 If	 the	 noise	 attenuation	 techniques	 that	 are	
implemented	are	determined	to	be	 inadequate	by	the	Qualified	Acoustician	or	biologist,	
then	the	associated	construction	activities	shall	cease	until	such	time	that	adequate	noise	
attenuation	is	achieved,	or	until	the	end	of	the	breeding	season	(August	16).	

	 *Construction	 noise	 shall	 continue	 to	 be	 monitored	 at	 least	 twice	 weekly	 during	
construction	on	varying	days,	or	more	frequently	depending	on	the	construction	activity,	
to	verify	that	noise	levels	at	the	edge	of	occupied	habitat	are	maintained	below	60	dB(A)	
hourly	 average	 or	 to	 the	 ambient	 noise	 level	 if	 it	 already	 exceeds	 60	 dB(A)	 hourly	
average.	 	 If	not,	other	measures	shall	be	 implemented	 in	consultation	with	the	biologist	
and	 the	 City	 Manager,	 as	 necessary,	 to	 reduce	 noise	 levels	 to	 below	 60	 dB(A)	 hourly	
average	or	to	the	ambient	noise	level	if	it	already	exceeds	60	dB(A)	hourly	average.	Such	
measures	 may	 include,	 but	 are	 not	 limited	 to,	 limitations	 on	 the	 placement	 of	
construction	equipment	and	the	simultaneous	use	of	equipment.		

	 B.	 If	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatchers	 are	 not	 detected	 during	 the	 protocol	 survey;	 the	
Qualified	Biologist	shall	submit	substantial	evidence	to	the	City	Manager	and	applicable	
Resource	 Agencies	 which	 demonstrates	 whether	 or	 not	 mitigation	 measures	 such	 as	
noise	walls	are	necessary	between	March	1	and	August	15,	as	follows:	
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	 I.	If	this	evidence	indicates	that	the	potential	is	high	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	to	
be	 present	 based	 on	 historical	 records	 or	 site	 conditions,	 then	 condition	 A.III	 shall	 be	
adhered	to	as	specified	above.	

	 II.	If	this	evidence	concludes	that	no	impacts	to	this	species	are	anticipated,	no	mitigation	
measures	would	be	necessary.	

MM	 Sycamore	 Bio‐21:	 Any	 grading	 of	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 habitat	 inside	 the	 MHPA	
associated	 with	 the	 transmission	 line	 relocation	 shall	 be	 conducted	 outside	 the	
gnatcatcher	breeding	season	(March	1	through	August	15).	There	are	no	restrictions	for	
clearing,	 grubbing,	 or	 grading	 gnatcatcher	 habitat	 outside	 MHPA	 lands	 except	 where	
construction	 activities	 might	 result	 in	 indirect	 noise	 impacts	 to	 nesting	 gnatcatchers	
within	 adjacent	 MHPA	 lands.	 If	 construction	 of	 the	 transmission	 line	 relocation	 is	
proposed	 during	 the	 nesting	 period	 of	 the	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher	 (March	 1	 to	
August	15),	mitigation	measure	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐20	shall	be	implemented,	and	SDG&E	
Protocols	 1,	 2,	 20,	 and	 43	 shall	 be	 implemented	 as	 a	 matter	 of	 project	 design	 to	 help	
further	minimize	impacts	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐21).	

Least Bell’s Vireo 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐22:	All	landfill	activities	shall	be	conducted	either	outside	the	breeding	season	or	
behind	15‐	 to	20‐foot‐high	noise	berms,	built	within	 the	current	grading	 limits	 to	avoid	
any	direct	impacts	to	sensitive	vegetation	from	berm	construction,	required	by	mitigation	
measure	Noi‐1.	To	ensure	that	landfill	activities,	including	the	creation	of	the	noise	berms,	
would	not	result	in	indirect	impacts,	the	following	measures	shall	be	implemented	(2012	
Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐12):	

	 No	clearing,	grubbing,	grading,	or	other	construction	activities,	including	those	related	to	
the	 creation	 of	 noise	 berms,	 shall	 occur	 between	 March	 15	 and	 September	 15,	 the	
breeding	season	of	the	least	Bell’s	vireo,	until	the	following	requirements	have	been	met	
to	the	satisfaction	of	the	City	Manager:	

	 A.	 A	 qualified	 biologist	 (possessing	 a	 valid	 Endangered	 Species	Act	 Section	 10(a)(1)(a)	
Recovery	Permit)	shall	survey	those	wetland	areas	that	would	be	subject	to	construction	
noise	 levels	 exceeding	60	decibels	 [dB(A)]	hourly	 average	 for	 the	presence	of	 the	 least	
Bell’s	vireo.	Surveys	for	the	least	Bell’s	vireo	shall	be	conducted	pursuant	to	the	protocol	
survey	 guidelines	 established	 by	 the	 USFWS	 within	 the	 breeding	 season	 prior	 to	 the	
commencement	of	 any	construction.	 If	 the	 least	Bell’s	vireo	 is	present,	 then	Condition	 I	
and	either	II	or	III	must	be	met:	

	 I.	 Between	March	 15	 and	 September	 15,	 no	 clearing,	 grubbing,	 or	 grading	 of	 occupied	
least	Bell’s	vireo	habitat	shall	be	permitted.	Areas	restricted	from	such	activities	shall	be	
staked	or	fenced	under	the	supervision	of	a	qualified	biologist;	and	

	 II.	Between	March	15	and	September	15,	no	construction	activities	shall	occur	within	any	
portion	of	the	site	where	construction	activities	would	result	in	noise	levels	exceeding	60	
dB(A)	 hourly	 average	 at	 the	 edge	 of	 occupied	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo	 habitat.	 	 An	 analysis	
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showing	 that	 noise	 generated	 by	 construction	 activities	 would	 not	 exceed	 60	 dB(A)	
hourly	 average	 at	 the	 edge	 of	 occupied	 habitat	 must	 be	 completed	 by	 a	 Qualified	
Acoustician	 (possessing	 current	 noise	 engineer	 license	 or	 registration	with	monitoring	
noise	 level	experience	with	 listed	animal	species)	and	approved	by	the	City	Manager	at	
least	 two	 weeks	 prior	 to	 the	 commencement	 of	 construction	 activities.	 	 Prior	 to	 the	
commencement	 of	 construction	 activities	 during	 the	 breeding	 season,	 areas	 restricted	
from	 such	 activities	 shall	 be	 staked	 or	 fenced	 under	 the	 supervision	 of	 a	 qualified	
biologist;	or	

	 III.	At	 least	 two	weeks	prior	 to	 the	 commencement	of	 construction	activities	 (including	
berm	 creation	 in	 accordance	 with	 Noi‐1),	 and	 under	 the	 direction	 of	 a	 Qualified	
Acoustician,	 noise	 attenuation	 measures	 (e.g.,	 berms,	 walls)	 shall	 be	 implemented	 to	
ensure	 that	noise	 levels	 resulting	 from	construction	activities	will	 not	 exceed	60	dB(A)	
hourly	average	at	the	edge	of	habitat	occupied	by	the	least	Bell’s	vireo.		Concurrent	with	
the	 commencement	 of	 construction	 activities	 and	 the	 construction	 of	 necessary	 noise	
attenuation	 facilities,	 noise	monitoring*	 shall	 be	 conducted	 at	 the	 edge	 of	 the	 occupied	
habitat	 area	 to	 ensure	 that	noise	 levels	do	not	 exceed	60	dB(A)	hourly	 average.	 	 If	 the	
noise	attenuation	techniques	that	are	 implemented	are	determined	to	be	 inadequate	by	
the	 Qualified	 Acoustician	 or	 biologist,	 then	 the	 associated	 construction	 activities	 shall	
cease	until	such	time	that	adequate	noise	attenuation	is	achieved,	or	until	the	end	of	the	
breeding	season	(September	16).	

	 *Construction	 noise	 monitoring	 shall	 continue	 to	 be	 monitored	 at	 least	 twice	 weekly	
during	construction	on	varying	days,	or	more	frequently	depending	on	the	construction	
activity,	to	verify	that	noise	levels	at	the	edge	of	occupied	habitat	are	maintained	below	
60	 dB(A)	 hourly	 average	 or	 to	 the	 ambient	 noise	 level	 if	 it	 already	 exceeds	 60	 dB(A)	
hourly	 average.	 	 If	 not,	 other	measures	 shall	 be	 implemented	 in	 consultation	with	 the	
biologist	 and	 the	City	Manager,	 as	 necessary,	 to	 reduce	noise	 levels	 to	 below	60	dB(A)	
hourly	 average	 or	 to	 the	 ambient	 noise	 level	 if	 it	 already	 exceeds	 60	 dB(A)	 hourly	
average.	Such	measures	may	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	limitations	on	the	placement	
of	construction	equipment	and	simultaneous	use	of	equipment.	

	 B.	If	least	Bell’s	vireos	are	not	detected	during	the	protocol	survey,	the	qualified	biologist	
shall	 submit	 substantial	 evidence	 to	 the	City	Manager	and	applicable	 resource	agencies	
which	 demonstrates	 whether	 or	 not	 mitigation	 measures	 such	 as	 noise	 walls	 are	
necessary	between	March	15	and	September	15	as	follows:	

	 I.	If	this	evidence	indicates	the	potential	is	high	for	least	Bell’s	vireo	to	be	present	based	
on	 historical	 records	 or	 site	 conditions,	 then	 condition	 A.III	 shall	 be	 adhered	 to	 as	
specified	above.	

	 II.	If	this	evidence	concludes	that	no	impacts	to	this	species	are	anticipated,	no	mitigation	
measures	would	be	necessary.	

Grasshopper Sparrow 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐23:	Impacts	to	0.2	acre	of	Tier	III(B)	non‐native	grassland	inside	the	MHPA	shall	
be	mitigated	at	a	1:1	ratio,	for	a	mitigation	requirement	of	0.2	acre.		Impacts	to	1.0	acre	of	
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non‐native	grassland	outside	the	MHPA	shall	be	mitigated	at	a	0.5:1	ratio,	for	a	mitigation	
requirement	of	0.5	acre.	In	total,	0.7	acre	of	mitigation	shall	be	identified	and	preserved	
inside	the	MHPA	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐1e).	

Orangethroat Whiptail, Coast Horned Lizard, Western Spadefoot Toad 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐24:	 	Direct	 impacts	 to	orangethroat	whiptail,	 coast	horned	 lizard,	and	western	
spadefoot	 toad	 (all	 are	 Species	 of	 Special	 Concern)	 shall	 be	 minimized	 through	 the	
conservation	of	MHPA	lands	 in	the	 immediate	vicinity	and	installation	of	a	construction	
limits	 fence	 to	 delineate	 an	 appropriate	 buffer	 area	 around	 suitable	 habitat	 during	
grading	 activities.	 Fence	 installation	 shall	 be	 monitored	 by	 a	 Qualified	 Biologist.	 In	
addition,	where	construction	activities	would	occur	adjacent	to	habitat	areas	that	support	
orangethroat	 whiptail	 and	 coast	 horned	 lizard,	 a	 biologist	 shall	 monitor	 those	
construction	 activities	 to	 avoid	 any	 detrimental	 edge	 effects	 to	 habitat	 (2012	 Revised	
Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐10).	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	direct	or	 indirect	 impacts	on	golden	eagle	nesting	and	 foraging	habitats	that	has	the	potential	to	
affect	the	species’	long‐term	viability.	

Golden	eagles	are	not	currently	known	to	occur	on	or	near	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site.		
Therefore,	this	criterion	does	not	apply.	

Criterion:	The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	biological	resources	 if	 it	would	result	 in	
substantial	conflict	with	long‐term	regional	or	sub‐regional	conservation	goals.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	BIO‐5:	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	be	required	
to	 comply	 with	 conservation	 requirements	 pursuant	 to	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 MSCP,	 including	
mitigation	 for	 sensitive	 species	 and	 vegetation	 communities,	 providing	 buffers	 adjacent	 to	
waters/wetlands,	 limiting	encroachment	 impacts	within	the	MHPA,	and	compliance	with	the	MHPA	
Land	 Use	 Adjacency	 guidelines.	 	With	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	mitigation	measures,	 and	
approval	 from	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego,	 no	 conflicts	would	 occur	with	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	MSCP.		
Therefore,	no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 long‐term	 regional	 or	 sub‐regional	 conservation	 goals	
would	occur.	

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	be	required	to	comply	with	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP.		
An	outline	of	the	proposed	MSCP	compliance	is	provided	below	and	would	ensure	that	no	significant	adverse	
effects	would	occur.		The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	is	surrounded	to	the	west,	south	and	east	
by	MSCP	preserve	lands,	MHPA,	including	120.25	acres	of	MHPA	lands	on	the	site.	

 Impacts	 to	 sensitive	 vegetation	 communities	 would	 be	 mitigated	 consistent	 with	 required	 ratios	
outlined	 in	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 MSCP	 and	 conveyed	 to	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 for	 permanent	
preservation.	 	This	 includes	mitigation	for	 impacts	to	Diegan	coastal	sage	scrub,	valley	needlegrass	
grassland,	 chamise	 chaparral,	 southern	mixed	 chaparral,	mule	 fat	 scrub,	 and	natural	 flood	 channel	
(see	 Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 BIO‐2	 above).	 	 Therefore,	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	
mitigation	measures	and	approval	by	the	City	of	San	Diego	prior	to	implementation	of	the	alternative,	
no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur	to	sensitive	vegetation	communities.	
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 Impacts	to	state‐	and	federal‐listed	species	would	be	mitigated	through	measures	including	habitat	
mitigation,	 restriction	 of	 construction	 activities	 during	 the	 breeding	 season,	 salvage	 and	
translocation	of	plant	species,	construction	fencing	and	biological	monitoring	(see	Impact	Statement	
Sycamore	BIO‐5).		With	implementation	of	the	proposed	mitigation	measures,	no	significant	adverse	
effects	would	occur	to	state‐	and	federal‐listed	species.	

 Buffers	would	be	provided	adjacent	to	jurisdictional	waters/wetlands	consistent	with	the	City	of	San	
Diego	MSCP,	to	maintain	the	existing	functions	and	values	of	the	habitat	and	buffer	the	habitats	from	
potential	edge	effects.	

 Encroachment	 impacts	 of	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 into	 the	 MHPA	 would	 be	
consistent	with	the	encroachment	allowances	in	the	City	of	San	Diego	MSCP	and,	as	such,	would	not	
result	in	significant	adverse	effects.	

 The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	comply	with	the	City	of	San	Diego	MHPA	Land	
Use	 Adjacency	 guidelines	 pertaining	 to	 land	 development/grading/boundaries,	 drainage,	 toxins,	
staging/storage/equipment	maintenance/trash,	 lighting,	 noise,	 barriers,	 invasive	plants,	 and	brush	
management.	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	also	be	required	to	comply	with	
City	of	 San	Diego	 landscape	 regulations	within	100	 feet,	 including	 the	use	of	non‐invasive	 species.				
Mitigation	 is	 required	 to	 compensate	 for	 potential	 impacts	 during	 operation	 of	 the	 landfill	 from	
invasive	species	colonizing	native	habitats,	that	requires	conducting	quarterly	inspections	to	identify	
the	presence	of	any	 invasive	species	and	 implementing	removal	(see	MM	Sycamore	Bio‐25	below).		
Through	 compliance	 with	 these	 regulatory	 requirements	 and	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	
mitigation	measure,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	mitigation	measures	 and	 compliance	with	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	MSCP	
requirements,	 subject	 to	 approval	 by	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego,	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	
would	 not	 conflict	 with	 long‐term	 regional	 or	 subregional	 conservation	 goals	 and	 no	 significant	 adverse	
effects	would	occur.			

Invasive Species 

MM	Sycamore	Bio‐25:	 In	order	 to	ensure	compliance	with	 the	MHPA	adjacency	guidelines	and	 to	
minimize	 potential	 dissemination	 of	 wind‐borne	 seeds	 that	 could	 lead	 to	 potentially	
significant	invasive	species	impacts	on	the	MHPA,	quarterly	inspections	of	the	landfill	site	
shall	be	conducted	by	a	qualified	biologist	in	order	to	identify	any	exotic	invasive	plants	
that	may	be	present.	If	such	species	are	present,	the	biologist	shall	implement	removal	or	
eradication	 procedures	 to	 preclude	 their	 spread	 in	 accordance	with	 an	 existing	 Exotic	
Invasive	 Plant	 Removal	 Plan	 that	 has	 been	 implemented	 and	was	 updated	 in	 2011	 by	
RECON.	 The	 biologist	 shall	 prepare	 and	 submit	 to	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 Development	
Services	 Department	 an	 annual	 report	 on	 the	 ongoing	 exotic	 invasive	 plant	 control	
program	at	the	landfill	(2012	Revised	Final	EIR	mitigation	measure	Bio‐25).	

4.4.10  CLIMATE CHANGE AND SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

A	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	that	global	climate	change	may	have	on	the	alternatives	is	presented	in	
this	 subsection	 in	 the	 context	 of	 potential	 impacts	 to	 sensitive	 biological	 resources.	 	 Potential	 effects	
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resulting	from	climate	change	include	increased	intensity	of	various	climatic	events	such	as	floods,	drought,	
and	wildfire	which	in	turn	may	affect	plant	and	wildlife	species	in	the	area.			

The	 alternatives	 currently	 experience	 a	 Mediterranean	 climate	 that	 is	 typical	 of	 areas	 between	 coastal	
southern	 California	 and	 the	 desert	 regions.	 	 These	 areas	 may	 best	 be	 characterized	 as	 a	 semi‐arid	
environment	with	annual	precipitation	for	the	County	of	San	Diego	documented	as	averaging	10.8	inches	and	
average	 high	 and	 low	 temperatures	 of	 77.5	 degrees	 Fahrenheit	 and	 49.7	 degrees	 Fahrenheit.	 	 Plant	 and	
animal	species	occurring	within	the	vicinity	of	the	alternative	sites	are	adapted	to	the	drought	and	wildfire	
conditions	often	associated	with	semi‐arid	environments.			

Increased Flood Events Scenario 

Increased	greenhouse	gas	emissions	have	the	potential	to	increase	the	frequency	and	scale	of	flood	events,	
which	would	potentially	have	an	effect	on	the	alternative	sites	due	to	the	presence	of	drainages	that	carry	
flow	year‐round	or	following	rain	events.	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	supports	a	larger	drainage	
system	on	the	site,	namely	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	which	may	be	more	adaptable	to	increased	flooding.		The	
river	is	a	RPW	with	associated	wetland	and	riparian	habitat	and	an	adjacent	floodplain.		Sensitive	biological	
resources	(both	plant	and	animal	species)	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	are	already	adapted	to	a	dynamic	
flood	regime	due	to	the	inherent	nature	of	the	drainage	system	and	as	exhibited	by	the	existing	areas	of	open	
channel	 that	 are	 largely	 devoid	 of	 vegetation.	 	 In	 fact,	 riparian	 habitats	 depend	 on	 floods	 to	 maintain	
structural	diversity	which,	 in	turn,	provides	wildlife	habitat	 for	both	nesting	and	foraging.	 	The	 least	Bell’s	
vireo,	 for	example,	depends	upon	lower	understory	vegetation	for	nesting.	 	Without	scouring	flood	events,	
the	 riparian	 community	 would	 not	 support	 the	 diverse	 vegetative	 stature	 and	 species	 composition	 it	
currently	 does.	 	 These	 riparian	 communities	 also	 support	 vegetation	 that	 is	 tolerant	 of	 flooding,	 such	 as	
willow	species	 (Salix	 sp.)	 that	are	 tolerant	of	sustained	 inundation	and	 frequent	 flooding.	 	The	Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative	 also	 supports	 a	 tributary	 to	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River,	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 drainage,	
which	currently	conveys	flows	during	storm	events.		Increased	flood	events	in	this	tributary	could	result	in	
increased	 erosion	 and/or	 an	 eventual	 succession	 to	 vegetation	 more	 tolerant	 of	 inundation.	 	 The	 most	
prominent	change	with	increased	flood	events	in	the	Gregory	Canyon	tributary	drainage	is	likely	to	be	higher	
volumes	and	frequency	of	flows	entering	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		However,	since	this	system	is	dependent	on	
flooding	and	supports	vegetation	that	is	tolerant	of	sustained	inundation	and	frequent	flooding,	as	described	
above,	 the	 river	would	 be	 expected	 to	 accommodate	 increased	 flows.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 would	 likely	 be	 tolerant	 of	 increased	 frequency	 and	 scale	 of	 flood	 events	 within	 the	 existing	
floodplain.			

In	contrast,	and	based	on	the	best	available	information,	the	five	off	site	alternatives	support	either	smaller	
drainage	 systems	 or	 drainage	 systems	 that	 are	 more	 ephemeral	 in	 nature	 and	 therefore	 not	 inherently	
characterized	 by	 a	 dynamic	 flood	 regime.	 	 The	 drainage	 systems	 are	 vegetated	with	 predominately	 drier,	
more	 upland	 vegetation	 including	 oak	 woodland	 and	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 that	 are	 not	 tolerant	 of	 flood	
conditions	and	do	not	support	extensive	floodplain	areas.		Therefore,	an	increase	in	the	frequency	and	scale	
of	 flood	events	 for	 the	off	 site	 alternatives	would	 likely	 result	 in	 increased	 scour	and	 erosion	of	 soils	 and	
vegetation	associated	with	the	drainages,	and	could	even	result	in	a	type	conversion	of	habitats,	including	a	
decrease	 in	 upland	 vegetation	 and	 an	 increase	 in	 vegetation	 adapted	 to	wetter	 conditions.	 	 This,	 in	 turn,	
would	 also	 change	 the	 wildlife	 species	 composition	 on	 the	 sites.	 	 Common	 plant	 and	 wildlife	 species	
occurring	in,	and	adapted	to,	the	upland	habitat	conditions,	would	not	be	expected	to	be	significantly	affected	
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by	 a	 reduction	 in	 available	 habitat	 to	 the	 extent	 that	 regional	 populations	 of	 these	 species	 would	 be	
threatened.	 	 Further,	 sensitive	 species	 tend	 to	 be	 less	 common	 in	 the	 upland	 habitats	 than	 within	 the	
floodplain	 and	 riparian	 habitat	 areas	 and	 therefore	 would	 be	 negligibly	 affected	 by	 an	 expansion	 of	 the	
floodplain.	 	 This	 is	 particularly	 true	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 since	 sensitive	 species	 are	
limited	 to	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River	 and	adjacent	upland	areas	 for	 the	arroyo	 toad.	 	Based	on	best	 available	
information,	 this	 may	 also	 apply	 to	 the	 off	 site	 alternatives,	 excluding	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	
Alternative	that	supports	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	in	upland	coastal	sage	scrub	habitat	areas.		However,	
a	decrease	in	habitat	for	coastal	California	gnatcatcher	would	likely	be	replaced	by	an	increase	in	habitat	for	
riparian	 species	 such	 as	 least	 Bell’s	 vireo,	 which	 do	 not	 currently	 occur	 on	 site.	 	 Any	 existing	 riparian	
communities	would	be	expected	to	expand	away	 from	the	current	active	channels	 into	the	floodplain	with	
increasing	rainfall	and	flood	events.		This	would	result	in	a	higher	water	table	and	an	expansion	of	saturated	
soils.	

An	 additional	 consideration	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 is	 the	 possibility	 that	 this	 scenario	
could	result	in	floods	that	exceed	the	current	floodplain	limits,	or	an	expansion	of	the	floodplain.		Given	that	
the	current	distribution	of	riparian	habitat	and	associated	species	is	 limited	to	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	this	
could	result	in	an	unexpected	benefit	to	the	species.	 	The	expansion	of	riparian	habitat	within	the	San	Luis	
Rey	River	system	may	occur	if	areas	currently	above	the	floodplain	were	exposed	to	more	frequent	flooding.		
Although	increased	flood	events	could	result	in	a	reduction	in	the	refugia	habitat	above	the	floodplain	that	is	
used	by	the	arroyo	toad,	it	is	not	likely	that	a	flood	large	enough	to	destroy	all	refugia	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	
River	 system	would	 occur.	 	 On	 the	 contrary,	 catastrophic	 floods	may	 increase	 the	 availability	 of	 suitable	
habitat	for	this	species	along	the	outer	limits	of	the	currently	existing	floodplain.		Since	no	state‐	or	federal‐
listed	 species	 are	 present	 within	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 drainage	 tributary,	 and	 the	 habitat	 is	 currently	
dominated	by	upland	vegetation,	an	expansion	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	floodplain	is	not	expected	to	impact	
any	 sensitive	 species	 or	 habitats	 within	 the	 tributary.	 	 In	 contrast,	 the	 tributary	 could	 provide	 valuable	
refugia	for	upland	species	in	the	event	of	a	floodplain	expansion	within	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.			

Increased Drought Scenario 

Conversely,	 increased	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	 also	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 result	 in	 more	 frequent	 and	
severe	droughts.	 	This	would	have	 the	effect	of	 reduced	annual	precipitation	as	well	 as	 lower	 flood	 levels	
throughout	 the	 drainage	 systems.	 	 Lower	 water	 levels	 and	 fewer	 flooding	 events	 may	 be	 detrimental	 to	
riparian	habitats	 if	 these	conditions	persist	 for	 too	 long	since	 this	 community	depends	upon	hydrology	 to	
support	the	vegetation	and	episodic	flooding	to	maintain	structural	diversity.		Drought	conditions	in	riparian	
habitats	are	tolerated	to	some	extent	based	on	available	groundwater,	particularly	if	the	groundwater	table	
is	shallow	making	water	more	readily	available.	 	However,	extended	drought	may	reduce	the	width	of	 the	
floodplain	vegetation,	thereby	restricting	it	to	the	main	channel.		This	situation	could	significantly	impact	the	
San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 on	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site	 and	 could	 reduce	 available	 habitat	 for	
sensitive	species	such	as	the	least	Bell’s	vireo,	southwestern	willow	flycatcher,	and	arroyo	toad.		In	the	case	
of	wetland	 areas,	 frequent	 or	 extended	droughts	 could	 result	 in	 the	disappearance	of	 these	habitat	 types.		
This	would	particularly	apply	to	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	(wetland	habitats	associated	with	the	
San	Luis	Rey	River).		In	contrast,	vernal	pools,	such	as	those	potentially	associated	with	the	mima	mounds	on	
the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative,	 can	 tolerate	 seasonal	 droughts	 for	many	 years	 and	would	 be	 expected	 to	
persist	during	an	increased	drought	scenario.	
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On	the	other	hand,	drought	tolerant	coastal	sage	scrub	species	would	have	the	potential	to	survive	and	even	
encroach	into	previous	riparian	areas,	thereby	providing	increased	habitat	for	future	potential	occupation	of	
the	 coastal	 California	 gnatcatcher.	 	 For	 the	 off	 site	 alternative	 drainage	 systems	 that	 are	 predominately	
vegetated	with	upland	species,	it	is	unlikely	that	increased	drought	conditions	would	significantly	affect	the	
habitat	 since	 individual	 plant	 species	 are	 drought‐tolerant	 and	 generally	 adapted	 to	 fluctuations	 in	
environmental	conditions.		With	respect	to	sensitive	plant	species,	such	as	those	occurring	on	the	Sycamore	
Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 site,	 a	 drought	may	 affect	 the	 size	 of	 certain	 plant	 populations	 if	 droughts	
were	 to	 become	more	 frequent	 and/or	 severe,	 since	 some	 plant	 species	 adjust	 to	 drought	 conditions	 by	
remaining	 dormant	 in	 the	 seed	 bank.	 	 For	 sensitive	 species	 with	 relatively	 widespread	 occurrences,	 the	
drought	would	not	be	expected	to	significantly	affect	the	populations.		On	the	other	hand,	species	with	more	
limited	 distributions	 would	 likely	 be	 significantly	 impacted	 due	 to	 a	 decrease	 in	 water	 availability.	 	 For	
example,	 this	could	apply	 to	 the	willowy	mondardella	on	 the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	
that	requires	wetter	habitats.	

For	sensitive	wildlife	species,	drought	would	likely	have	a	domino	effect	up	the	food	chain.		Herbivores	may	
have	more	 limited	 food	sources	for	 the	reasons	described	above	which	may	 in	 turn	affect	carnivores.	 	For	
species	adapted	to	drier	habitats,	such	as	the	coastal	California	gnatcatchers,	impacts	as	a	result	of	drought	
are	 not	 expected	 to	 be	 significant.	 	 Conversely,	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 species	 associated	 with	 the	 wetter	
conditions	 in	 riparian	habitats	or	 seasonal	ponds	would	be	 significantly	 impacted.	 	 In	 the	 case	of	wetland	
areas,	frequent	or	extended	droughts	could	result	in	the	disappearance	of	these	habitat	types	and	therefore	
species.	 	 This	 would	 particularly	 apply	 to	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site	 (wetland	 habitats	
associated	with	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River).	 	 In	 contrast,	 the	potential	 vernal	pools	associated	with	 the	mima	
mounds	 on	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 site	 are	 tolerant	 of	 extended	 droughts	 and,	 as	 such,	 any	
dependent	species	would	also	be	expected	adaptable	to	an	increased	drought	scenario.	

Increased Wildfire Scenario 

Another	potential	result	of	increased	greenhouse	gas	emissions	is	an	increase	in	the	frequency	and	intensity	
of	wildfires	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	and	the	off	site	alternatives.	 	All	six	sites	
support	upland	vegetation,	 such	as	coastal	 sage	scrub,	 chaparral,	 and	grasslands,	which	are	susceptible	 to	
ignition	during	dry	conditions.		These	habitat	types	also	exist	in	areas	surrounding	the	alternative	sites.		This	
increased	 wildlife	 risk	 may	 be	 an	 indirect	 result	 of	 increased	 drought	 conditions	 described	 above.	 	 In	
addition	 to	 the	 obvious	 direct	mortality	 of	 species	 caused	 by	 fire,	 indirect	 impacts	may	 also	 occur.	 	 Plant	
communities	 such	 as	 chaparral	 and	 scrub	 are	 adapted	 to	 a	 certain	 frequency	 of	 wildfires.	 	 However,	 the	
natural	 fire	 cycle	 for	 these	 communities	 within	 southern	 California	 is	 difficult	 to	 determine	 due	 to	 fire	
suppression	and	abatement	practices	over	the	years.		Fire	cycles	for	scrub	and	chaparral	in	inland	southern	
California	 may	 be	 between	 30	 to	 35	 years.	 	 According	 to	 the	 California	 Chaparral	 Institute,	 chaparral	
communities	 are	 sensitive	 to	 fire	 intervals	 that	 are	 shorter	 than	 15‐20	 years	 due	 to	 the	 time	 required	 to	
recover	and	produce	new	seed.			

With	respect	to	sensitive	plant	and	wildlife	species	occurring	within	the	scrub‐type	native	habitats	that	are	
susceptible	 to	 and	 generally	 adapted	 to	 fire,	 these	 species	 would	 be	 expected	 to	 persist	 with	 increased	
frequency	and	 intensity	of	wildfires.	 	 In	addition,	 the	sensitive	plants	occurring	within	scrub	communities	
are	 also	 somewhat	 adapted	 to	 disturbances	 such	 as	 fire	 as	 they	 generally	 prefers	 openings	 in	 scrub	 and	
chaparral.		However,	fire	tends	to	favor	disturbance‐followers	such	as	non‐native	grasses.		If	fires	occur	too	
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frequently,	 invasive	 species	 may	 eventually	 dominate	 resulting	 in	 a	 type‐conversion	 from	 a	 native	 plant	
community	 such	 as	 chaparral	 to	 one	 dominated	 by	 non‐native	 grasses.	 	 This	would	 indirectly	 affect	 both	
common	 and	 sensitive	 plant	 and	wildlife	 populations	 by	 displacing	 those	 that	 cannot	 adapt	 to	 non‐native	
plant	communities.		However,	it	should	be	noted	that	increased	droughts	would	affect	the	baseline	condition	
of	all	the	alternative	sites	irrespective	of	the	landfill	development.		

Summary 

In	conclusion,	this	analysis	provides	an	environmental	baseline	and	potential	outcomes	of	climate	change	as	
they	relate	to	plant	and	wildlife	species	that	exist	within	the	current	climactic	conditions	of	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	and	the	five	off	site	alternatives.		The	analysis	provided	above	is	qualitative	in	light	of	
the	lack	of	information	regarding	the	magnitude	and	certainty	of	the	potential	future	impacts	associated	with	
climate	change	and	the	difficulty	in	predicting	the	potential	effects	of	climate	change.		The	potential	impacts	
described	are	generalizations	as	more	detailed	predictions	cannot	be	made	due	to	the	speculative	nature	of	
potential	future	changes	and	impacts.		However,	the	potential	impacts	from	global	climate	change	as	detailed	
above	would	affect	the	baseline	condition	of	all	the	alternative	sites	irrespective	of	the	landfill	development.			
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4.5  CULTURAL RESOURCES 
4.5.1  HISTORICAL AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This	section	provides	an	analysis	of	historical	and	archaeological	resources	 for	the	alternatives.	 	Historical	
resources	are	buildings,	 structures,	 sites,	places,	or	objects	which	are	 listed	 in	or	eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	
National	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places.	 	 Architectural,	 engineering,	 or	 landscape	 resources	 from	 the	 historic	
period	 such	 as	 buildings,	 roads,	 bridges,	 aqueducts,	 or	 agricultural	 properties	 that	 are	 determined	 to	 be	
historically	 significant	 or	 significant	 in	 architectural,	 engineering,	 scientific,	 economic,	 agricultural,	
educational,	social,	political,	military,	or	cultural	annals	of	California	may	be	considered	to	be	an	historical	
resource,	provided	the	determination	is	supported	by	substantial	evidence	in	light	of	the	whole	record.			

Archaeology	is	the	recovery	and	study	of	material	evidence	of	human	life	and	culture	of	past	ages.		Over	time,	
this	material	 evidence	becomes	buried,	 fragmented	or	 scattered	or	otherwise	hidden	 from	view.	 	 It	 is	not	
always	evident	from	a	field	survey	if	archaeological	resources	exist	within	a	given	area.	 	Thus,	the	possible	
presence	of	archaeological	materials	must	often	be	determined	based	upon	secondary	indicators,	including	
the	presence	of	geographic,	vegetative,	and	rock	features	which	are	known	or	thought	to	be	associated	with	
early	human	life	and	culture,	as	well	as	knowledge	of	events	or	material	evidence	in	the	surrounding	area.		
Archaeological	resources	may	include	both	prehistoric	remains	and	remains	dating	to	the	historical	period.		
Prehistoric	 (or	 Native	 American)	 archaeological	 resources	 are	 physical	 properties	 resulting	 from	 human	
activities	 that	 predate	 written	 records	 and	 are	 generally	 identified	 as	 isolated	 finds	 or	 sites.	 	 Prehistoric	
resources	 can	 include	 village	 sites,	 temporary	 camps,	 lithic	 (stone	 tool)	 scatters,	 rock	 art,	 roasting	
pits/hearths,	 milling	 features,	 rock	 features,	 and	 burials.	 	 Historic	 archaeological	 resources	 can	 include	
refuse	heaps,	bottle	dumps,	ceramic	scatters,	privies,	foundations,	and	burials	and	are	generally	associated	in	
California	with	the	Spanish	Mission	Period	to	the	mid‐20th	century	of	the	American	Period.	

A	 Traditional	 Cultural	 Property	 (TCP)	 can	 be	 defined	 generally	 as	 one	 that	 is	 eligible	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	
National	Register	 of	Historic	 Places	 because	 of	 its	 association	with	 cultural	 practices	 or	 beliefs	 of	 a	 living	
community	 that	 (a)	 are	 rooted	 in	 that	 community's	 history,	 and	 (b)	 are	 important	 in	 maintaining	 the	
continuing	cultural	identity	of	the	community.1		An	example	of	a	TCP	could	be	a	lake	or	a	mountaintop	where	
a	 ceremonial	 activity	 is	 performed	 and	 that	 exhibits	 no	 material	 evidence	 (i.e.,	 artifact	 scatter)	 that	 an	
activity	took	place	there.		TCPs	are	analyzed	in	Section	4.5.2,	Traditional	Cultural	Properties,	of	this	EIS.	

The	analysis	of	historical	and	archaeological	resources	presented	in	this	section	is	largely	derived	from	two	
technical	 reports	 prepared	 by	 ASM	 Affiliates,	 Inc.	 	 (ASM).	 	 These	 reports	 are	 titled,	 Cultural	 Resources	
Assessment	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Project	Northern	San	Diego	County,	California	(Cook	et	al.		2012)	
and	Preliminary	Cultural	Resources	Assessment	 for	Five	Off‐site	Alternatives	 to	 the	Gregory	Canyon	 Landfill	
Project,	San	Diego	County,	California	(Laylander	and	Pham	2012)	and	are	provided	in	the	confidential	portion	
of	Appendix	H,	of	this	EIS.			

																																																													
1		 National	Register	Bulletin	38:	Guidelines	for	Evaluating	and	Documenting	Traditional	Cultural	Properties.	
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The	technical	reports	were	prepared	in	support	of	the	USACE	compliance	with	the	regulations	implementing	
Section	106	of	the	National	Historic	Preservation	Act	(Section	106)	and	the	National	Environmental	Policy	
Act	(NEPA),	as	a	result	of	a	permit	application	under	Section	404	of	the	Clean	Water	Act.		In	compliance	with	
Section	 106,	 the	 California	 State	 Historic	 Preservation	 Officer	 (SHPO),	 acting	 on	 behalf	 of	 the	 Advisory	
Council	for	Historic	Preservation,	shall	concur	with	all	findings	regarding	eligibility	determinations,	adverse	
effect	 determinations,	 and	mitigation	measures	 before	permits	 are	 issued	 to	 the	Applicant.	 	 Specifically,	 a	
Memorandum	of	Agreement	(MOA)	is	required	to	be	developed	and	executed	between	the	USACE,	the	SHPO,	
and	other	concurring	parties	in	order	to	detail	the	measures	to	avoid,	reduce,	or	mitigate	adverse	effects	to	
historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources	 determined	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register	 of	 Historic	
Places.		The	USACE,	as	lead	federal	agency,	is	responsible	for	consultation	with	the	SHPO.		Consultation	with	
the	SHPO	is	currently	ongoing	regarding	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.			

The	 mitigation	 measures	 presented	 in	 this	 section	 of	 the	 EIS	 may	 or	 may	 not	 be	 the	 actual	 mitigation	
measures	that	are	implemented	by	the	USACE.		The	actual	measures	required	will	be	those	that	are	detailed	
in	the	MOA	that	would	result	from	the	Section	106	process.	

4.5.1.1  REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

4.5.1.1.1  Federal 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966  

The	regulations	 implementing	Section	106	of	 the	National	Historic	Preservation	Act	of	1966	(Section	106)	
(36	 CFR	 800,	 and	 33	 CFR	 325,	 Appendix	 C),	 as	 amended,	 requires	 that	 the	 lead	 federal	 agency	 with	
jurisdiction	 over	 a	 federal	 undertaking	 must	 consider	 adverse	 effects	 to	 historic	 properties	 before	 that	
undertaking	 occurs.	 	 Compliance	with	 Section	 106	 requires	 a	 sequence	 of	 steps,	 often	 referred	 to	 as	 the	
“Section	106	process.”		The	steps	include	(1)	identification	of	the	area	that	will	be	affected	by	the	proposed	
undertaking	(“area	of	potential	effects”	[APE]);	(2)	identification	of	historical	or	archaeological	resources;	(3)	
evaluation	 of	 the	 eligibility	 of	 the	 resources	 for	 listing	 on	 the	 National	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places;	 (4)	
determination	 of	 the	 level	 of	 effect	 of	 the	 undertaking	 on	 eligible	 properties;	 and	 (5)	 consultation	 with	
concerned	parties	and	agreement	in	the	form	of	a	MOA	on	avoidance,	minimization,	or	mitigation	of	adverse	
effects	on	eligible	properties.		These	steps	are	described	in	more	detail,	as	follows:	

As	 defined	 in	 the	 NHPA	 (36	 CFR	 800.16(d)),	 an	 APE	 “is	 the	 geographic	 area	 or	 areas	 within	 which	 an	
undertaking	may	directly	or	 indirectly	cause	changes	 in	 the	character	or	use	of	historic	properties,	 if	such	
properties	exist.	 	The	area	of	potential	effects	is	 influenced	by	the	scale	and	nature	of	the	undertaking	and	
may	 be	 different	 for	 different	 kinds	 of	 effects	 caused	 by	 the	 undertaking.”	 	 Federal	 agencies	 define	 the	
cultural	resources	APE	in	consultation	with	the	SHPO.		The	APE	may	or	may	not	match	the	footprint	of	the	
project	area.	

Identification	of	historic	or	archaeological	properties	is	done	by	means	of	pedestrian	survey	and	research	in	
appropriate	historical	and	archaeological	archives.	 	The	Secretary	of	 the	Interior	has	set	out	guidelines	 for	
qualifications	 for	 archaeologists	 and	 historians	 responsible	 for	 identifying,	 evaluating,	 recording,	 and	
providing	treatment	for	historical	and	archaeological	resources	(36	CFR	61).		These	guidelines	are	updated	
and	published	by	the	National	Park	Service.	
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Evaluation	 of	 archaeological	 and	 historical	 property	 significance	 follows	 the	 significance	 criteria	 of	 the	
National	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places	 (National	 Register).	 	 The	 National	 Register	 was	 established	 by	 the	
National	Historic	Preservation	Act	(NHPA)	in	1966	to	serve	as	“an	authoritative	guide	to	be	used	by	federal,	
state,	and	 local	governments,	private	groups	and	citizens	to	 identify	the	Nation’s	cultural	resources	and	to	
indicate	 what	 properties	 should	 be	 considered	 for	 protection	 from	 destruction	 or	 impairment”	 (36	 CFR	
60.2).		The	National	Register	recognizes	properties	that	are	significant	at	the	national,	state	and	local	levels.		
Guidelines	 for	 nomination	 require	 that	 significant	 resources	 exhibit	 aspects	 of	 important	 themes	 in	
American	 history,	 architecture,	 archaeology,	 engineering,	 and	 culture	 and	 possess	 integrity	 of	 location,	
design,	setting,	materials,	workmanship,	feeling,	and	association	and	that:	

A. are	associated	with	events	that	have	made	a	significant	contribution	to	the	broad	patterns	of	our	
history;	or	

B. that	are	associated	with	the	lives	of	persons	significant	in	our	past;	or		

C. that	embody	the	distinctive	characteristics	of	a	 type,	period,	or	method	of	construction,	or	 that	
possess	 high	 artistic	 values,	 or	 that	 represent	 a	 significant	 distinguishable	 entity	 whose	
components	may	lack	individual	distinction;	or	

D. that	have	yielded	or	may	be	likely	to	yield,	information	important	to	history	or	prehistory	

The	 criteria	 for	 eligibility	 to	 the	 National	 Register	 will	 provide	 the	 basis	 for	 evaluation	 and	 subsequent	
management	of	cultural	resources	in	an	alternative’s	APE.	

In	addition	to	meeting	the	Criteria	for	Evaluation,	a	property	must	have	integrity.		“Integrity	is	the	ability	of	a	
property	 to	 convey	 its	 significance.”2	 	 According	 to	 National	 Register	 Bulletin	 15,	 the	 National	 Register	
recognizes	seven	aspects	or	qualities	that,	in	various	combinations,	define	integrity:	location,	design,	setting,	
materials,	workmanship,	 feeling,	and	association.	 	 In	assessing	a	property's	 integrity,	 the	National	Register	
criteria	recognize	that	properties	change	over	time,	therefore,	it	is	not	necessary	for	a	property	to	retain	all	
its	historic	physical	 features	or	 characteristics.	 	The	property	must	 retain,	however,	 the	essential	physical	
features	that	enable	it	to	convey	its	historic	identity.3	

For	properties	that	are	considered	significant	under	National	Register	Criteria	A	and	B,	the	National	Register	
Bulletin,	How	to	Apply	the	National	Register	Criteria	for	Evaluation	states	that	a	property	that	is	significant	for	
its	 historic	 association	 is	 eligible	 if	 it	 retains	 the	 essential	 physical	 features	 that	made	up	 its	 character	 or	
appearance	during	the	period	of	its	association	with	the	important	event,	historical	pattern,	or	person(s).4	

In	assessing	 the	 integrity	of	properties	 that	are	considered	significant	under	National	Register	Criterion	C,	
the	National	 Register	 Bulletin,	How	 to	 Apply	 the	National	 Register	 Criteria	 for	 Evaluation	 provides	 that	 a	

																																																													
2		 National	Register	Bulletin	15,	p.		44.	
3		 “A	 property	 retains	 association	 if	 it	 is	 the	 place	where	 the	 event	 or	 activity	 occurred	 and	 is	 sufficiently	 intact	 to	 convey	 that	

relationship	 to	an	observer.	 	Like	 feeling,	association	 requires	 the	presence	of	physical	 features	 that	 convey	a	property’s	historic	
character.	 	Because	 feeling	and	association	depend	on	 individual	perceptions,	 their	 retention	alone	 is	never	 sufficient	 to	 support	
eligibility	of	a	property	for	the	National	Register.”		Ibid,	15,	p.		46.	

4		 Ibid.	
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property	 important	 for	 illustrating	 a	 particular	 architectural	 style	 or	 construction	 technique	must	 retain	
most	of	the	physical	features	that	constitute	that	style	or	technique.5	

Archaeological	 resources,	 in	 contrast	 to	 historical	 resources,	 are	most	 often	 eligible	 under	Criterion	D	 for	
their	“information	potential.”		For	properties	eligible	under	Criterion	D,	less	attention	is	given	to	their	overall	
condition,	than	if	they	were	being	considered	under	Criteria	A,	B,	or	C.		Archeological	sites,	in	particular,	do	
not	exist	today	exactly	as	they	were	formed	as	there	are	always	cultural	and	natural	processes	that	alter	the	
deposited	materials	 and	 their	 spatial	 relationships.	 	 For	 properties	 eligible	 under	 Criterion	D,	 integrity	 is	
based	upon	the	property's	potential	to	yield	specific	data	that	addresses	important	research	questions.6	

Effects	 of	 the	 proposed	 undertaking	 on	 eligible	 properties	 are	 determined	 by	 analysis	 and	 agreement	
between	 federal	 agencies,	 the	 SHPO,	 and	 other	 concerned	 parties.	 	 The	 criteria	 for	 adverse	 effect	 are	
discussed	in	detail	in	subsection	4.5.1.2.1	of	this	EIS.		The	California	SHPO,	the	Office	of	Historic	Preservation,	
was	established	by	the	NHPA	to	implement	historic	preservation	management	at	the	state	level.		The	OHP	is	
mandated	 to	 review	 National	 Register	 nominations,	 maintain	 data	 on	 historic	 properties	 that	 have	 been	
identified	but	not	yet	nominated,	and	consult	with	federal	agencies	during	Section	106	review.		Concurrence	
of	the	SHPO	on	evaluations	and	recommendations	with	respect	to	National	Register	eligibility	and	adverse	
effects	is	required.	

MOAs	 on	 avoidance,	 minimization,	 or	 mitigation	 of	 adverse	 effects	 on	 eligible	 properties	 are	 developed	
through	 the	 course	 of	 the	 project	 by	 federal	 agencies,	 SHPO,	 and	 other	 parties	 concerned	 with	 the	
preservation	and	disposition	of	cultural	resources,	including	Native	American	groups	with	affiliation	to	the	
alternative	sites.	 	As	discussed	earlier,	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	require	the	preparation	
and	 execution	 of	 a	MOA.	 	 Possible	 concurring	 parties	 for	 the	MOA	may	 include	 the	 Pala	 Band	 of	Mission	
Indians,	 the	 Pechanga	 Band	 of	 Luiseño	 Indians,	 and	 the	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 or	 other	 affiliated	 Native	
American	groups	or	municipalities.		As	discussed	earlier,	the	USACE,	as	lead	federal	agency,	is	responsible	for	
consultation	with	the	SHPO.	 	Consultation	with	the	SHPO	regarding	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	
currently	ongoing.			

4.5.1.1.2  State 

California Office of Historic Preservation  

The	California	Office	of	Historic	Preservation	(OHP),	as	an	office	of	the	California	Department	of	Parks	and	
Recreation,	implements	the	policies	of	the	NHPA	on	a	statewide	level.		The	OHP	is	mandated	to	consult	with	
federal	 agencies	 during	 Section	 106	 review.	 	 The	 OHP	 also	 maintains	 the	 California	 Historic	 Resources	
Inventory.	 	 The	 SHPO	 is	 an	 appointed	 official	who	 implements	 historic	 preservation	 programs	within	 the	
state’s	jurisdictions.	

																																																													
5		 “A	property	that	has	lost	some	historic	materials	or	details	can	be	eligible	if	it	retains	the	majority	of	the	features	that	illustrate	its	

style	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 massing,	 spatial	 relationships,	 proportion,	 pattern	 of	 windows	 and	 doors,	 texture	 of	 materials,	 and	
ornamentation.		The	property	is	not	eligible,	however,	if	it	retains	some	basic	features	conveying	massing	but	has	lost	the	majority	of	
the	features	that	once	characterized	its	style.”		Ibid.	

6		 National	Register	Bulletin	15,	p.		46.	
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4.5.1.2  METHODOLOGY FOR REVIEWING EFFECTS UNDER NEPA 

This	subsection	provides	the	evaluation	criteria	used	to	determine	the	effects	of	each	of	the	alternatives.		In	
addition,	this	subsection	describes	the	methodology	used	to	assess	impacts	on	cultural	resources.	

4.5.1.2.1  Criteria for Assessing Effects 

In	order	to	show	compliance	with	Section	106,	the	purpose	of	the	current	analysis	was	to	determine	whether	
an	alternative	would	cause	an	adverse	effect	to	a	historic	property	within	the	APE	of	a	given	alternative	and	
to	 develop	 an	MOA	on	 avoidance,	minimization,	 or	mitigation	 of	 adverse	 effects	 on	 eligible	 properties.	 	 A	
“historic	property”	is	a	resource	that	is	listed	in	or	determined	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.		As	
discussed	 in	 subsection	 4.5.1.1.1,	 for	 a	 resource	 to	 be	 listed	 in	 or	 determined	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	
National	Register,	 it	must	meet	one	of	 the	 four	criteria	of	 eligibility	and	must	have	 integrity.	 	An	 “adverse	
effect”	is	an	effect	that	may	alter,	directly	or	indirectly,	any	of	the	characteristics	of	a	historic	property	that	
qualify	the	property	for	inclusion	in	the	National	Register	in	a	manner	that	would	diminish	the	integrity	of	
the	property's	location,	design,	setting,	materials,	workmanship,	feeling,	or	association.		Consideration	shall	
be	given	to	all	qualifying	characteristics	of	a	historic	property,	including	those	that	may	have	been	identified	
subsequent	to	the	original	evaluation	of	the	property's	eligibility	for	the	National	Register.	 	Adverse	effects	
may	 include	 reasonably	 foreseeable	 effects	 caused	 by	 the	 undertaking	 that	 may	 occur	 later	 in	 time,	 be	
farther	 removed	 in	distance	or	be	cumulative.7	 	Adverse	effects	on	historic	properties	 include,	but	are	not	
limited	to:		

 Physical	destruction	of	or	damage	to	all	or	part	of	the	property;	

 Alteration	 of	 a	 property,	 including	 restoration,	 rehabilitation,	 repair,	 maintenance,	 stabilization,	
hazardous	material	remediation,	and	provision	of	handicapped	access,	that	is	not	consistent	with	the	
Secretary's	standards	for	the	treatment	of	historic	properties	and	applicable	guidelines;	

 Removal	of	the	property	from	its	historic	location;	

 Change	of	the	character	of	the	property's	use	or	of	physical	features	within	the	property's	setting	that	
contribute	to	its	historic	significance;	

 Introduction	of	visual,	atmospheric	or	audible	elements	that	diminish	the	integrity	of	the	property's	
significant	historic	features;	

 Neglect	of	a	property	which	causes	its	deterioration,	except	where	such	neglect	and	deterioration	are	
recognized	qualities	of	a	property	of	religious	and	cultural	significance	to	an	Indian	tribe	or	Native	
Hawaiian	organization;	and	

 Transfer,	lease,	or	sale	of	property	out	of	federal	ownership	or	control	without	adequate	and	legally	
enforceable	 restrictions	 or	 conditions	 to	 ensure	 long‐term	 preservation	 of	 the	 property's	 historic	
significance.8	

																																																													
7		 36	CFR	800.5(a)(1).	
8		 36	CFR	800.5(a)(2).	
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4.5.1.2.2  Methodology 

This	 analysis	was	 prepared	 using	 all	 available	 information	 and	 studies	 for	 the	 alternatives,	 including	 the	
primary	data	sources	listed	in	the	Introduction	section	above,	and	following	guidance	from	the	USACE.		The	
data	 sources	 provided	 information	 on	 the	 historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources	 known	 to	 occur	 on	 the	
sites,	 as	 well	 as	 impacts	 and	 relevant	 mitigation	 measures	 identified	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative.		Generally,	the	methods	include	record	searches,	archival	research,	and	pedestrian	field	surveys.		
If	 warranted,	 archaeological	 testing	 and	 data	 recovery	 investigations	 were	 conducted	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 The	 specific	 methods	 used	 to	 assess	 historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources	 are	
described	below.	

Historical Resources 

In	order	to	evaluate	the	historical	resources	(specifically,	the	Lucio	and	Verboom	dairies)	identified	within	
the	APE	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	ASM	conducted	archival	research	at	the	California	Room	of	
the	San	Diego	Public	Library,	where	newspaper	clippings	and	vertical	files	on	San	Diego	dairies	and	Joe	Lucio	
were	accessed	on	August	9,	2011.		Agricultural	census	data	was	accessed	at	the	Los	Angeles	Public	Library.		
ASM	also	conducted	building	records	and	tax	assessment	research	at	the	San	Marcos	branch	of	the	San	Diego	
County	Tax	Assessor’s	Office.		Current	tax	assessment	records	were	obtained	online	through	RealQuest.com.		
Research	 was	 also	 conducted	 research	 in	 city	 and	 county	 directories	 at	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego’s	 Central	
Library,	 to	 identify	dairies	operating	 in	 the	county	between	1955	and	1974.	 	Addresses	 identified	through	
the	 city	 and	 county	 directories	 were	 then	 located	 on	 Google	 Earth	 to	 identify	 any	 dairy	 complexes	
comparable	 to	 the	 Lucio	Dairy	 that	 exists	 today.	 	 A	 review	of	 aerial	 photographs	 from	1938,	 1946,	 1953,	
1964,	 1981,	 1989,	 2003,	 and	 2005	 also	 aided	 in	 the	 identification	 of	 construction	 dates	 for	 the	 built‐
environment	resources.	

In	 order	 to	 evaluate	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct,	 ASM	 conducted	 archival	 research	 and	 contacted	
appropriate	 repositories	 and	 agencies	 for	 information	 to	 develop	 the	 historical	 context	 and	 describe	 the	
historic	 and	 present	 day	 condition	 of	 the	 aqueduct	 segment	 located	 within	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative.	 	Secondary	sources	related	to	water	development	 in	the	West	provided	the	foundation	for	the	
context,	as	did	resources	that	described	San	Diego’s	participation	in	that	historical	pattern.		Primary	sources	
provided	information	on	why,	how,	and	when	the	aqueduct	was	constructed.		Data	on	the	current	condition	
of	 the	 aqueduct	 segment	 within	 the	 APE	 was	 provided	 by	 the	 SDCWA’s	 Operations	 and	 Maintenance	
Manager,	 John	 Galleher.	 	 ASM	 contacted	 or	 visited	 the	 SDCWA;	 the	 National	 Archives	 and	 Records	
Administration	 (NARA)	 in	 Riverside,	 California,	 and	 Denver,	 Colorado;	 Bureau	 of	 Reclamation	 in	 Boulder	
City,	Nevada;	San	Diego	State	University;	and	University	of	California,	San	Diego.			

ASM	also	conducted	a	 site	visit	on	August	11,	2011,	 to	conduct	an	 intensive‐level	 survey	 to	document	 the	
buildings	within	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		A	windshield	survey	of	the	Pala	area	surrounding	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site	was	also	conducted.	

In	order	to	evaluate	the	cultural	resources	identified	within	the	Aspen	Road,	Gopher	Canyon	Road,	Merriam	
Mountain,	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion,	 and	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternatives	 sites,	 ASM	 conducted	 records	
searches	 at	 the	 SCIC	 in	 February	 and	 May	 2012	 at	 San	 Diego	 State	 University	 and	 reviewed	 relevant	
previously	prepared	cultural	resource	reports	that	have	addressed	the	alternative	sites.	 	The	record	search	
included	a	one‐mile	buffer	radius	surrounding	each	alternative	site.		These	locations	are	privately	owned	and	
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therefore,	no	pedestrian	survey	of	the	alternative	sites	was	conducted	as	part	of	the	current	analysis	and	no	
site‐specific	 archival	 research	 such	 as	 review	 of	 newspaper	 articles,	 county	 tax	 records,	 historical	
photographs,	 other	 published	 sources,	 and	 oral	 history	 collections	was	 conducted	 to	 further	 research	 the	
historical	significance	of	the	properties.			

Archaeological Resources 

In	 order	 to	 evaluate	 the	 archaeological	 resources	 identified	 within	 the	 APE	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative,	 ASM	 conducted	 a	 cultural	 resources	 records	 search	 at	 the	 South	 Coastal	 Information	 Center	
(SCIC)	of	the	California	Historical	Resources	Information	System	(CHRIS)	at	San	Diego	State	University	and	
at	the	San	Diego	Museum	of	Man	in	April	2010.		The	records	search	area	was	larger	than	the	current	APE	of	
the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 and	 subsumed	 the	 latter,	 with	 the	 exception	 of	 some	 Pala	 Indian	
Reservation	 lands.	 	With	 the	Reservation’s	 permission,	 a	 supplemental	 records	 search	 for	 the	Pala	 Indian	
Reservation	lands	was	performed	at	the	SCIC	in	August	2011.	

ASM	also	inventoried	and	reviewed	previous	cultural	resources	reports	that	have	been	previously	prepared	
(see	 Introduction)	 that	 addressed	 the	 areas	 and	 resources	 within	 the	 APE	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative.			

ASM	also	conducted	additional	 fieldwork	for	the	current	analysis.	 	The	fieldwork	consisted	of	a	pedestrian	
survey	of	the	APE	from	May	11	to	May	14,	2010.		Multiple	survey	strategies	were	utilized,	depending	upon	
the	varying	terrain	of	the	area.		Portions	of	the	APE	situated	on	moderately	sloping	hills	were	surveyed	with	
transects	at	 standard	15‐m	 intervals.	 	Areas	surveyed	by	 this	strategy	 include	 the	 two	stockpile	areas,	 the	
facilities	area,	and	 the	access	 road.	 	 In	 the	rare	 instances	 in	which	bedrock	outcrops	were	encountered	 in	
these	areas,	transects	were	paused	and	the	outcrops	were	examined	for	milling	features,	rock	art,	caches,	or	
other	features.		Upon	completing	these	examinations,	standard	transects	were	resumed.	

Hills	 with	 slopes	 greater	 than	 25	 degrees	 were	 not	 surveyed	 by	 systematic	 transects.	 	 Instead,	 a	 mixed	
survey	 strategy	 was	 utilized.	 	 Bedrock	 outcrops/boulders	 were	 examined	 for	 milling	 features,	 rock	 art,	
caches,	 and	 other	 features.	 	 Drainages	 and	 mid‐slope	 terraces	 were	 examined	 for	 bedrock	 outcrops	 and	
possible	 clearings	 in	 the	 vegetation	 where	 the	 ground	 surface	 visibility	 might	 be	 greater	 than	 in	 the	
surrounding	 areas.	 	 The	 portions	 of	 the	 APE	 surveyed	 by	 this	 strategy	 include	 the	 landfill	 area	 and	 the	
desilting	basins.			

In	 addition	 to	 the	 varying	 terrain	 encountered,	 vegetation	 also	 limited	 survey	 coverage.	 	 Both	 native	
vegetation	and	introduced	plants	are	abundant	throughout	the	APE.		Introduced	species	consist	primarily	of	
grasses	within	abandoned	agricultural	fields.		Native	species	are	present	throughout	the	steeper	sloped	areas	
that	 have	 been	 left	 essentially	 undisturbed.	 	 Ground	 surface	 visibility	 was	 delineated	 based	 upon	 the	
following	 scale:	 poor	 (0‐25	 percent),	 fair	 (26‐50	 percent),	 good	 (51‐75	 percent)	 and	 excellent	 (76‐100	
percent).	 	 Due	 to	 the	 extreme	 density	 of	 vegetation	 in	 all	 areas	 surveyed,	 ground	 surface	 visibility	 was	
extremely	limited,	resulting	in	a	poor	rating	for	the	entire	APE.	

From	September	19	to	September	23,	2011,	ASM	conducted	an	additional	pedestrian	survey	of	specific	areas	
within	the	Direct	APE.		A	Trimble	Geo	XH	handheld	GPS	receiver	was	utilized	to	locate	and	remain	within	the	
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Direct	 APE,	 locate	 previously	 surveyed	 area	 boundaries,	 and	 attempt	 to	 re‐locate	 a	 previously	 recorded	
cultural	resource.			

The	main	strategy	 for	 the	survey	was	 to	physically	 inspect	any	areas	 that	were	within	 the	Direct	APE	but	
outside	 of	 the	 areas	 previously	 surveyed,	 and	 that	 might	 have	 any	 potential	 to	 have	 cultural	 resources.		
However,	the	survey	was	restricted	by	physical	limitations,	mainly	resulting	from	steep	slopes	and	extremely	
dense	 vegetation.	 	 The	 environments	 encountered	during	 this	 additional	work	 included:	 the	 San	 Luis	Rey	
river	 valley	 floodplain	 banks,	 around	 290	 to	 300	 ft.	 	 in	 elevation;	 the	 north‐facing	 slopes	 of	 the	 hills	
overlooking	the	Higgins	Farmstead	site	(CA‐SDI‐14,610H),	from	approximately	500	to	800	ft.;	the	ridge	tops	
and	slopes	located	in	the	extreme	southeastern	corner	of	the	Direct	APE,	ranging	from	900	to	1,260	ft.;	and	a	
limited	portion	 of	 the	 southern	peaks	 of	Gregory	Mountain,	 the	 highest	 point	 reached	was	 approximately	
1,740	ft.			

The	areas	surveyed	mainly	consisted	of	slopes	that	were	25‐45	degree	or	greater,	and	all	the	areas	included	
extremely	dense	vegetation	coverage.		Vegetation	included	agriculture	areas	(mainly	fallow),	chaparral,	and	
coastal	sage	scrub,	with	oak	in	drainages	and	along	some	slopes.		Grasses	and	sage	covered	much	of	the	areas	
with	 less	 extreme	 slopes,	 while	 oak	 trees	 and	 poison	 oak	 were	 often	 dense	 along	 the	 lower‐elevation	
drainages.			

Since	much	of	 these	areas	could	be	efficiently	covered	by	systematic	 transects,	 the	 team	would	 travel	 to	a	
previously	determined	point,	 inspecting	any	areas	of	 interest	opportunistically	on	the	way.	 	As	 in	previous	
surveys,	ground	surface	visibility	was	delineated	as	poor	(0‐25	percent),	 fair	(26‐50	percent),	good	(51‐75	
percent),	or	excellent	(76‐100	percent).	 	Very	poor	to	extremely	poor	(less	than	2	percent)	ground	surface	
visibility	 was	 the	 norm.	 	 Accordingly,	 potential	 bedrock	 milling	 outcrops	 were	 the	 main	 targets	 of	
opportunistic	survey.		Specific	attention	would	be	paid	to	any	potential	milling	locations	in	or	near	physically	
accessible	areas	along	the	various	drainages.	 	At	bedrock	outcrops	that	were	inspected	for	possible	milling	
features	or	rock	art,	the	ground	around	the	outcrops	would	also	be	inspected,	as	far	as	possible.	

In	 order	 to	 evaluate	 the	 archaeological	 resources	 identified	within	 the	Aspen	Road,	Gopher	Canyon	Road,	
Merriam	 Mountain,	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion,	 and	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternatives	 sites,	 ASM	 conducted	
records	searches	at	the	SCIC	in	February	and	May	2012	at	San	Diego	State	University	and	reviewed	relevant	
previously	prepared	cultural	resource	reports	that	have	addressed	the	alternative	sites.	 	The	record	search	
included	 a	 one‐mile	buffer	 radius	 surrounding	 each	 alternative.	 	 These	 locations	 are	privately	 owned	and	
therefore,	no	pedestrian	survey	of	the	alternative	sites	was	conducted	as	part	of	the	current	analysis.			

4.5.1.3  APPLICANT’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.1.3.1  Affected Environment  

Area of Potential Effects 

The	 USACE,	 in	 consultation	 with	 the	 California	 SHPO,	 has	 defined	 the	 APE	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	as	a	7,286‐acre	area.9		This	includes	the	1,770‐acre	property		that	would	include	the	landfill	and	a	

																																																													
9		 SHPO	concurrence	letter	dated	April	12,	2011:	RE:	Section	404	of	the	Clean	Water	Act	Permit	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Project,	

San	Diego	County,	California	(File	No.		SPL‐2010‐00354‐SDM)	by	Milford	Wayne	Donaldson.	
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5,516‐acre	area	adjacent	to	the	site	on	the	north,	west,	and	south	(Figure	4.5.1‐1,	APE	Map	of	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative).		Components	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	include	approximately	197	acres	
for	 the	 landfill,	 approximately	 12	 acres	 for	 ancillary	 facilities,	 an	 access	 road	 and	 bridge,	 two	
borrow/stockpile	 areas,	 two	 desilting	 basins	 areas	 for	 interim	 construction	 access,	 SR	 76	 improvements,	
implementation	 of	 a	 Habitat	 Restoration	 and	 Resource	Management	 Plan	 (HRRMP),	 relocation	 of	 SDG&E	
towers,	and	the	potential	relocation	of	a	portion	of	an	aqueduct.	

Environmental Setting 

The	APE	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	straddles	the	upper	course	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		It	is	
located	within	the	foothills	geomorphic	province	of	western	San	Diego	County.		The	terrain	ranges	from	the	
flat	valley	 floor	of	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River’s	 floodplain	 to	 the	 steep	slopes	and	summits	of	 the	neighboring	
mountains.		Gregory	Mountain,	with	its	very	steep	sides	and	flat,	elongated	summit,	is	a	conspicuous	feature	
of	the	local	landscape.		Elevations	within	the	APE	range	between	82	and	565	m	(270‐1,844	ft)	above	mean	
sea	level	(Cook	et	al.	2012).	

Geologically,	 four	main	units	are	present	 in	 the	APE.	 	A	 thin	wedge	of	Upper	 Jurassic	marine	 sedimentary	
rocks	runs	along	the	length	of	Gregory	Canyon.		The	mountains	to	the	east	and	west	of	the	canyon,	as	well	as	
part	of	the	western	portion	of	the	APE	that	lies	north	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	are	underlain	by	Mesozoic	
granitic	 rocks	 (granodiorite,	 tonalite,	 and	 diorite)	 of	 the	 southern	 California	 batholith.	 	 The	 northwestern	
portion	of	the	APE	contains	primarily	Mesozoic	basic	intrusive	rocks	(gabbro).		The	floodplain	of	the	San	Luis	
Rey	River	is	characterized	by	Recent	alluvium.		The	plutonic	rocks	were	significant	prehistorically	as	sources	
of	material	for	ground	stone	tools	and	also	for	the	quartz	that	was	used	in	flaked	tools	(Ibid.).	

The	climate	in	the	site	vicinity	is	classified	as	Mediterranean	hot	summer.		The	mean	January	minimum	daily	
temperature	is	about	4°C,	and	the	mean	July	maximum	daily	temperature	is	approximately	32°C.		The	annual	
precipitation	averages	about	35	cm,	falling	primarily	in	the	winter	and	early	spring.		The	San	Luis	Rey	River	
is	one	of	the	San	Diego	region’s	larger	drainages.	 	Its	headwaters	lie	to	the	east	of	Lake	Henshaw,	about	37	
km	east	of	 the	APE.	 	 It	 is	 fed	by	waters	 from	Palomar	Mountain	and	enters	the	Pacific	Ocean	about	30	km	
southwest	of	the	APE	(Ibid.).			

The	 natural	 vegetation	 zone	 for	 the	 APE	 is	 chaparral.	 	 Characteristic	 chaparral	 species	 include	 chamise	
(Adenostoma	 fasciculatum),	 California	 lilac	 (Ceanothus	 spp.),	 manzanita	 (Arctostaphylos	 spp.),	 redshank	
(Adenostoma	sparsifolium),	and	various	kinds	of	oak	(Quercus	 spp.).	 	 In	some	areas,	 the	natural	vegetation	
has	been	displaced	as	a	result	of	historic	and	modern	land	uses,	including	grazing	and	agriculture	(Ibid.).	

Cultural Setting 

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 is	 located	 in	 northern	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Aspen	
Road,	Gopher	Canyon	Road,	and	Merriam	Mountain	Alternatives	are	also	located	in	North	San	Diego	County.		
The	following	Cultural	Setting	discussion	is	applicable	to	all	the	above	alternatives.		These	discussions	were	
adapted	from	ASM’s	technical	reports	provided	in	the	confidential	portion	of	Appendix	H.			
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Prehistoric Context 

Archaeological	 investigations	have	documented	human	occupations	 in	San	Diego	County	that	span	at	 least	
the	last	10,000	years.		A	variety	of	different	chronological	divisions	and	sets	of	terms	have	been	used	to	sort	
the	archaeological	 evidence	 into	 temporal	 and,	 to	a	 lesser	extent,	 geographical	units.	 	 Some	confusion	has	
resulted	from	the	mixing	of	analytical	units	that	were	defined	on	the	basis	of	chronology	with	units	defined	
by	the	contents	of	cultural	assemblages	or	by	inferred	ethnicity.		The	present	discussion	is	framed	in	terms	of	
five	main	divisions:	an	early	period,	linking	the	late	Pleistocene	with	the	early	Holocene,	prior	to	about	6000	
B.C.;	 a	 long	middle	 Holocene	 period,	 stretching	 from	 about	 6000	 B.C.	 to	 about	 A.D.	 500;	 a	 late	 Holocene	
period,	 between	 about	 A.D.	 500	 and	 A.D.	 1769;	 a	 synchronic	 ethnographic	 present,	 representing	 cultural	
conditions	 as	 they	 existed	 just	 prior	 to	 European	 contact,	 as	 inferred	 from	 ethnographic	 studies;	 and	 the	
historical	period,	subsequent	to	A.D.		1769.	

Late Pleistocene/Early Holocene 

The	antiquity	of	human	occupation	in	the	New	World	has	been	the	subject	of	considerable	debate	over	the	
last	 few	 decades.	 	 The	 most	 widely	 accepted	model	 at	 present	 is	 that	 humans	 first	 entered	 the	 western	
hemisphere	between	13,000	and	10,000	B.C.	 	Much	earlier	dates	have	 also	been	proposed.	 	However,	 the	
amino	 acid	 racemization	 technique	 that	was	 used	 to	 date	 some	of	 the	 early	 sites	 has	 been	discredited	by	
more	 recent	AMS	 radiocarbon	 dating	 of	 early	 human	 remains	 along	 the	 California	 coast.	 	 Despite	 intense	
interest	and	a	long	history	of	research,	no	widely	accepted	evidence	of	very	early	human	occupation	in	the	
San	Diego	region	has	emerged	(Ibid.).	

The	generally	accepted	record	for	the	initial	period	of	human	occupation,	prior	to	about	6000	B.C.,	includes	
archaeological	 manifestations	 that	 have	 variously	 been	 labeled	 as	 Clovis,	 Paleoindian,	 Lake	 Mojave,	 San	
Dieguito,	 Scraper	 Maker,	 and	Western	 Pluvial	 Lakes,	 as	 well	 as	 some	 of	 the	 components	 that	 have	 been	
termed	Archaic,	La	Jolla,	or	Encinitas.	

Archaeological	 evidence	 assignable	 to	 the	 Clovis	 complex	 of	 the	 terminal	 Pleistocene	 (ca.	 11,000	 B.C.)	 is	
fairly	 well	 documented	 in	 North	 America,	 including	 several	 parts	 of	 California	 and	 Baja	 California.	 	 The	
diagnostic	 Clovis	 artifacts	 are	 fluted	 projectile	 points.	 	 Such	 remains	 appear	 to	 be	 very	 scarce	within	 San	
Diego	County	(Ibid.).	

The	earliest	widely	recognized	 local	archaeological	pattern	 is	 the	San	Dieguito	complex.	 	Dates	 for	the	San	
Dieguito	component	at	 the	C.	 	W.	 	Harris	Site	begin	at	9,030	radiocarbon	years	before	the	present	(RCYBP	
Claude	N.		Warren	has	projected	a	starting	date	for	the	component	at	about	10,500	RCYBP	(corresponding	to	
ca.		10,500	B.C.)		.		Building	on	the	discussion	of	North	American	cultural	stages	by	Willey	and	Phillips,	some	
scholars	have	seen	the	San	Dieguito	pattern	as	representing	a	Lithic	or	Paleoindian	stage,	characterized	by	
high	mobility	and	an	emphasis	on	big	game	hunting.		Others	have	classified	San	Dieguito	as	belonging	to	the	
early	 Archaic	 stage,	 rooted	 in	 a	more	 diversified	 and	 plant	 oriented	 adaptation.	 	 Remains	 that	 have	 been	
considered	 to	be	characteristic	of	San	Dieguito	components	 include	 large	stemmed	projectile	points	 (Lake	
Mojave	and	Silver	Lake	 forms),	crescents,	heavy	unifacial	 tools	 (scraper	planes),	a	 focused	use	of	 the	 local	
metavolcanic	rock	for	flaking,	a	scarcity	of	milling	tools,	and	little	emphasis	on	shellfish	harvesting	(Ibid.).	
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FIGURE

Source: USGS Topographic Series (Bonsall, Pala, CA); PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
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Middle Holocene 

A	long	middle	Holocene	period	(ca.	6000	B.C.	to	A.D.	500)	encompasses	most	of	the	assemblages	assigned	to	
the	 Archaic	 (or	 Early	 Archaic,	 or	Middle	 Archaic),	 La	 Jolla,	 Millingstone,	 Littoral,	 Shell	 Midden,	 Encinitas,	
Campbell,	 and	 Pauma	 analytical	 units.	 	 Such	 components	 are	 frequently	 characterized	 by	 shell	 middens,	
fairly	abundant	ground	stone,	generally	simple	flaked	stone	assemblages,	and	inhumation	burial.			

Spanning	six	millennia	or	more,	the	middle	Holocene	pattern	in	western	San	Diego	County	is	notable	for	its	
apparent	 continuity	 and	 conservatism,	 as	 compared	 with	 somewhat	 more	 dynamic	 contemporaneous	
patterns	 in	 other	 parts	 of	 southern	 California,	 including	 the	 Santa	 Barbara	 coast	 and	 the	Mojave	 Desert.		
Several	proposals	have	been	made	to	subdivide	the	period	locally	into	two	or	three	separate	chronological	
units.		However,	firm	criteria	to	be	used	as	a	basis	for	such	distinctions	have	not	been	identified,	and	even	the	
general	directions	of	cultural	change	during	this	period	remain	uncertain	(Ibid.).	

At	 inland	San	Diego	County	 locations,	 sites	dating	 from	the	middle	Holocene	period	have	sometimes	been	
labeled	as	Pauma,	Campbell,	or	Inland	La	Jolla.		Most	of	the	Pauma	complex	sites	were	identified	either	in	the	
San	Luis	Rey	River	valley	upstream	 from	Pala	or	 else	on	 the	Valley	Center	plateau.	 	Various	 relationships	
between	middle	Holocene	coastal	sites	and	the	sparser	contemporaneous	manifestations	 inland	have	been	
suggested,	 including	 interpretations	 according	 to	 which	 coastal	 and	 inland	 sites	 were	 produced	 by	 the	
movements	 of	 members	 of	 a	 single	 population	 on	 a	 seasonal	 or	 episodic	 basis,	 by	 separate	 but	 related	
populations	 that	 complemented	 each	other	 economically,	 or	 by	 ethnically	 distinct	 groups,	with	 the	 inland	
and	some	of	the	coastal	components	perhaps	having	been	produced	by	intruders	who	had	migrated	from	the	
deserts	to	the	east	(Ibid.).	

Late Holocene 

The	 latest	 period	 of	 the	 region’s	 prehistory	 is	 known	 by	 such	 labels	 as	 Late	 Prehistoric,	 Late	 Archaic,	
Shoshonean,	San	Luis	Rey,	and	Palomar.		Hallmarks	of	the	period	include	the	mortar	and	pestle,	arrow‐size	
projectile	points,	ceramics,	and	human	cremation.		The	chronologies	for	the	introduction	or	local	innovation	
of	these	traits	are	only	imprecisely	known,	and	the	new	patterns	probably	arose	at	separate	times,	possibly	
extending	over	a	period	spanning	as	much	as	1,500	years.	 	San	Luis	Rey	 I	 is	 the	 label	generally	applied	to	
components	with	small,	arrow‐sized	projectile	points	but	no	pottery	in	northern	San	Diego	County,	while	the	
more	numerous	San	Luis	Rey	II	components	contain	pottery	as	well	as	small	points.		In	most	inland	areas	of	
San	 Diego	 County,	 archaeological	 sites	 that	 are	 assignable	 to	 the	 late	 Holocene	 appear	 to	 be	much	more	
numerous	 than	 earlier	 sites.	 	 The	 general	 pattern	 is	 suggestive	 of	 population	 growth	 and	 subsistence	
intensification,	with	acorns	and	other	inland	resources	playing	an	increasingly	important	role.		However,	late	
Holocene	 use	 of	 coastal	 resources	 seems	 to	 have	 continued	more	 strongly	 in	 the	 northern	 portion	 of	 the	
county,	which	was	historically	occupied	by	Luiseño	speakers,	than	farther	south	in	the	central	and	southern	
portions	of	 the	county.	 	Only	 limited	success	has	been	achieved	 in	attempts	to	distinguish	archaeologically	
between	 the	 remains	 left	 by	 the	 Luiseño	 and	 by	 the	 linguistically	 unrelated	 but	 culturally	 similar	
Ipai/Kumeyaay		or	by	the	linguistically	related	Cahuilla	(Ibid.).	

Ethnographic Present 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	as	well	as	the	other	North	County	alternatives	(Aspen	Road,	Gopher	
Canyon	 Road,	 and	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternatives),	 are	 located	 within	 the	 ethnographic	 territory	 of	 the	
Luiseño	 while	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 and	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternatives	 are	 located	 within	 the	
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territory	of	the	Kumeyaay.		Early	descriptions	of	the	lifeways	of	these	groups	were	provided	by	missionaries,	
administrators,	 and	 other	 travelers,	who	 gave	 attention	primarily	 to	 the	 coastal	 populations.	 	 Subsequent	
ethnographers	during	the	early	twentieth	century	were	able	to	provide	much	more	objective,	detailed,	and	
penetrating	 accounts.	 	 In	most	 cases,	 the	 later	 investigators	described	 inland	 rather	 than	 coastal	 lifeways.		
Most	of	the	ethnographers	attempted	to	distinguish	between	observations	of	the	customs	of	surviving	Native	
Americans	and	orally	transmitted	or	 inferred	information	relating	to	the	lifeways	of	native	groups	prior	to	
European	intrusion	into	the	region	(Ibid.).	

The	Luiseño	language	belongs	to	the	Takic	group	within	the	Uto‐Aztecan	family,	and	has	its	closest	relatives	
to	the	north	and	east.		The	debatable	technique	of	glottochronology	suggests	that	the	separation	of	Luiseño	
from	 its	 relatives	 may	 have	 occurred	 on	 the	 order	 of	 2,500‐3,000	 years	 ago,	 and	 this	 may	 perhaps	
correspond	to	the	time	when	the	ancestral	 form	of	the	 language	 first	appeared	 in	northwestern	San	Diego	
County	(Ibid.).	

The	Kumeyaay,	or	Diegueño,	 language	belongs	to	the	Delta‐California	group	within	the	Yuman	family,	with	
relatives	 to	 the	 east	 and	 south.	 	 Diegueño	 has	 sometimes	 been	 treated	 as	 a	 single	 language	with	 various	
dialects,	sometimes	as	two,	three,	or	more	closely	related	languages.	 	Glottochronology	and	other	linguistic	
methods	of	estimating	time	depths	suggest	that	Diegueño	diverged	from	Cocopa	between	1,500	and	1,000	
years	ago.			

Aboriginal	 subsistence	 in	 the	 region	was	 largely	or	entirely	based	on	 the	harvesting	of	natural	plants	and	
animals,	rather	than	on	agriculture.	 	Acorns	were	a	staple	food	source	for	the	western	groups,	while	agave	
and	mesquite	were	 staples	 for	 people	 living	 to	 the	 east	 of	 the	 Peninsular	Range’s	 crest.	 	Numerous	 other	
plants	were	exploited	for	the	food	value	of	their	seeds,	fruit,	roots,	stalks,	or	greens,	and	a	still	larger	number	
of	species	had	known	medicinal	uses.		Game	animals	included	deer,	first	and	foremost,	but	mountain	sheep	
and	pronghorn	antelope	were	also	present,	as	well	as	bears,	mountain	lions,	bobcats,	coyotes,	badgers,	and	
other	medium‐size	mammals.	 	Small	mammals	were	probably	as	 important	as	 larger	animals	 in	aboriginal	
diets,	and	perhaps	more	so.	 	 Jackrabbits	and	cottontails	were	preeminent,	but	woodrats	and	other	rodents	
were	also	commonly	exploited.		Various	birds,	reptiles,	and	amphibians	were	caught	and	eaten.		Food	taboos	
were	few	in	number	and	inconsistently	applied,	to	judge	from	the	ethnographic	record.		The	only	pre‐contact	
domesticated	animal	was	the	dog.		It	is	not	clear	whether	marine	fish	and	shellfish	were	a	mainstay	for	some	
groups	 based	 on	 the	 coast,	 or	 whether	 marine	 resources	 served	 merely	 as	 supplemental	 foods	 used	 by	
groups	whose	 primary	 focus	was	 on	 terrestrial	 resources.	 	 Interregional	 exchange	 systems	 are	 known	 to	
have	 linked	western	San	Diego	County	with	 areas	 to	 the	 east	 in	 particular	 (Ibid.),	 but	 such	exchange	may	
have	been	motivated	primarily	by	social	and	ceremonial	objectives	rather	than	to	meet	material	needs.	

The	 Luiseño	 and	 Kumeyaay	 had	 developed	 a	 varied	material	 culture	 that	 functioned	well,	 but	 it	was	 not	
highly	elaborated	by	worldwide	standards.	 	An	array	of	tools	was	made	from	stone,	wood,	bone,	and	shell,	
and	 these	 served	 to	 procure	 and	 process	 the	 region’s	 resources.	 	 Needs	 for	 shelter	 and	 clothing	 were	
minimal	in	the	region’s	forgiving	climate,	but	considerable	attention	was	devoted	to	personal	decoration	in	
ornaments,	 painting,	 and	 tattooing.	 	 The	 local	 pottery	 was	 well	 made,	 although	 it	 was	 not	 elaborately	
decorated.		The	craft	of	basketry	was	particularly	refined.	

The	 Luiseño	 and	 Kumeyaay	 were	 subdivided	 into	 essentially	 sovereign	 local	 communities	 or	 tribelets.		
Community	membership	was	generally	inherited	through	the	male	line.		However,	in	practice	some	degree	of	
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geographical	intermixing	of	these	patriclans	was	probably	present	during	the	historical	period,	and	this	may	
have	 reflected	 a	 degree	 of	 flexibility	 in	 community	 membership	 during	 prehistoric	 times	 as	 well.	 	 Later	
descriptions	of	the	settlement	systems	were	inconsistent,	and	there	may	have	been	considerable	variability	
in	practice.	 	 In	 some	areas,	 substantially	permanent,	 year‐round	villages	 seem	 to	have	 existed,	with	more	
remote	 resources	 beyond	 the	 daily	 foraging	 range	 being	 acquired	 by	 special	 task	 groups.	 	 In	 other	 areas,	
communities	 appear	 to	have	 followed	an	 annual	 circuit	 among	 seasonal	 settlements,	 or	 to	have	oscillated	
between	summer	and	winter	settlements,	often	with	the	community	splitting	up	into	its	constituent	families	
during	 certain	 seasons.	 	 Rights	 of	 ownership	over	 the	 land	 and	 its	 various	 resources	were	 vested	both	 in	
individual	families	and	in	the	clan	or	the	community	as	a	whole.		Leadership	within	communities	had	at	least	
a	 tendency	to	be	hereditary,	but	 it	was	relatively	weak;	authority	was	more	ceremonial	and	advisory	than	
administrative	or	 judicial	 in	character.	 	Headmen	had	various	formally	designated	assistants,	and	shamans	
exerted	 an	 important	 influence	 in	 community	 affairs,	 beyond	 their	 role	 in	 curing	 individual	 illness	
(Laylander	and	Pham	2012).	

Regional Historic Context – European Contact and Early California  

European	activity	within	the	region	began	as	early	as	A.D.	1542,	when	Juan	Rodríguez	Cabrillo	landed	in	San	
Diego	Bay.		Sebastián	Vizcaíno	returned	in	1602,	and	it	is	possible	that	other	contacts	between	local	Native	
Americans	and	Europeans	occurred	during	the	next	150	years	but	went	unrecorded.		These	brief	encounters	
made	the	local	native	people	aware	of	the	existence	of	other	cultures	that	were	technologically	and	socially	
more	complex	than	their	own.		Epidemic	diseases	may	also	have	been	introduced	into	the	region	at	an	early	
date,	either	through	direct	contacts	with	the	infrequent	European	visitors	or	in	waves	of	diffusion	emanating	
from	other	native	groups	farther	to	the	east	or	south.		It	is	possible,	but	as	yet	unproven,	that	the	precipitous	
demographic	 decline	 of	 native	 peoples	 had	 already	 begun	 prior	 to	 the	 arrival	 of	 Gaspar	 de	 Portolá	 and	
Junípero	Serra	in	1769.	 	Any	archaeological	evidence	concerning	biological	and	cultural	changes	in	the	San	
Diego	area	during	the	protohistoric	centuries	between	1542	and	1769	would	potentially	hold	considerable	
research	interest.	

Spanish	colonial	settlement	began	in	1769.		Multiple	expeditions	arrived	in	San	Diego	by	land	and	sea	in	that	
year.	 	 They	 then	 continued	 northward	 toward	 Monterey	 through	 the	 coastal	 plain.	 	 Initially,	 a	 military	
presidio	and	a	mission	were	established	at	San	Diego.		The	Luiseño	were	brought	first	to	the	mission	at	San	
Juan	Capistrano	in	southern	Orange	County,	beginning	in	1776,	and	after	1798	to	Mission	San	Luis	Rey,	west	
or	southwest	of	the	project	alternatives.		Farther	inland,	the	middle	San	Luis	Rey	River	had	been	explored	by	
Juan	Mariner	 and	 Juan	 Pablo	 Grijalva	 in	 1795.	 	 An	 outstation	 or	asistencia	 for	Mission	 San	 Luis	 Rey	was	
established	in	1816	at	Pala.	

Further	disruptions	of	native	peoples	in	western	San	Diego	County	occurred	in	the	early	nineteenth	century.		
These	resulted	from	a	growing	number	of	private	land	grants,	Mexico’s	separation	from	the	Spanish	Empire	
in	 1821,	 and	 the	 secularization	 of	 the	 California	 missions	 in	 the	 1830s.	 	 Some	 of	 the	 former	 mission	
neophytes	were	absorbed	into	the	work	forces	on	the	ranchos,	while	others	either	drifted	toward	the	urban	
centers	at	San	Diego	and	Los	Angeles	or	moved	to	the	eastern	portions	of	the	county	where	they	were	able	to	
join	still	largely	autonomous	native	communities.			

United	States	conquest	and	annexation	of	California,	together	with	the	gold	rush	in	the	northern	part	of	the	
state,	 drew	 many	 additional	 outsiders	 into	 the	 region.	 	 During	 the	 Mexican‐American	 War	 in	 1847,	 the	
Mormon	Battalion	opened	the	first	wagon	road	to	San	Diego	 from	the	east.	 	The	upper	San	Luis	Rey	River	
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valley	was	a	 refuge	area	 for	 the	Luiseño,	and	 formal	 reservations	were	established	at	Pala	 (1875),	Rincon	
(1875),	 Pauma‐Yuima	 (1891),	 and	 La	 Jolla	 (1892).	 	 At	 Pala,	 the	 ethnic	 picture	 was	 complicated	 by	 the	
resettlement	 there	of	 the	Cupeño	after	 their	eviction	 from	 their	 traditional	 territory	at	Warner’s	Ranch	 in	
1903	(Cook	et	al.	2012).	

Development	in	North	San	Diego	County	during	the	late	nineteenth	and	early	twentieth	century	underwent	
cycles	of	economic	boom	and	bust.		San	Marcos	and	Vista	were	incorporated	as	cities	in	1963.		In	addition	to	
ranching	 and	 agriculture	 (notably	 avocado	 and	 citrus	 orchards),	 mining	 for	 metal	 and	 gems	 has	 been	 a	
significant	activity.	 	Recently,	 the	opening	of	 several	 Indian	casinos	has	been	a	major	enterprise.	 	Because	
urbanization	and	other	intensive	land	uses	have	been	limited	in	the	vicinity	of	the	project	area,	many	of	the	
region’s	archaeological	deposits	have	escaped	destruction	up	to	the	present.	

Historic Period Themes and Periods of Significance – Lucio and Verboom Dairies  

Several	historic	period	 themes	and	periods	of	significance	were	developed	 to	assist	with	 the	evaluation	of	
the	Lucio	and	Verboom	Dairies	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	as	these	properties	are	located	within	the	
APE	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		The	themes	and	periods	or	significance	are	provided	in	detail	
in	 ASM’s	 technical	 report	 provided	 in	 the	 confidential	 portion	 of	 Appendix	H,	 of	 this	 EIS	 (see	 Cook	 et	 al.	
2012).	

History of the Lucio Dairy 

According	to	a	1967	San Diego Union newspaper	article,	the	Lucio	dairy	was	leased	in	1958	and	then	bought	
in	1961	from	Alfred	Ghormley,	former	president	of	the	Carnation	Company.		In	previous	evaluation	reports,	
Pete	Verboom,	Lucio’s	neighbor	to	the	south,	stated	that	Lucio’s	dairy	was	formerly	owned	by	the	Carnation	
Company,	which	had	bought	the	property	in	the	1950s	and	then	sold	the	dairy	to	the	Ghormley	family	in	the	
late	 1950s.	 	 Company	 history	 does	 not	 indicate	 a	 large	 dairy	 operation	 in	 San	Diego.	 	 However,	 in	 1956,	
Carnation	 bought	 a	 half‐interest	 in	 Instant	 Milk	 Company,	 which	 was	 also	 owned	 by	 Foremost	 Dairies.		
Foremost	Dairies	had	a	presence	in	the	San	Diego	market,	along	with	Carnation.	 	Other	newspaper	articles	
cite	Carnation	Company	as	having	bought	and	sold	various	local	dairies	throughout	the	county.	 	 It	 is	 likely	
that	 the	 Lucio	 dairy	 was	 once	 owned	 by	 the	 Carnation	 Company	 as	 one	 of	 its	 many	 typical	 dairies	 that	
supplied	its	downtown	storefronts	and	local	distributors.		No	additional	information	could	verify	this	dairy’s	
role	 in	 the	 Carnation	 Company’s	 history	 in	 San	Diego	 County.	 	When	 Lucio	 purchased	 the	 property	 from	
Ghormley	in	1961,	the	dairy	had	65	acres	and	450	cows;	Lucio	purchased	150	additional	acres	and	increased	
his	milking	herd	to	900.		The	half‐moon	corral,	the	worker’s	housing	east	of	SR	76,	the	milking	barn,	the	dairy	
office,	the	truck	scale,	two	barns,	and	three	hay	sheds	were	all	constructed	in	1958.		After	Lucio	purchased	
the	property,	he	constructed	four	workers’	houses	on	the	west	side	of	the	highway	in	1963,	and	then	some	
time	in	the	1970s,	three	more	workers’	houses	and	three	barns	were	constructed	(Ibid.).	

Historic Period Themes and Periods of Significance – The First San Diego Aqueduct 

The	 following	 themes,	periods	of	 significance,	 and	history	of	water	development	were	developed	 to	assist	
with	the	evaluation	of	 the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	 for	 listing	 in	the	National	Register	as	this	resources	 is	
located	within	the	APE	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.	
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Settlement and Water Development in the West (1841 – 1965) 

Successful	settlement	in	California	as	a	rancho	owner,	squatter,	or	homesteader	depended	on	accessibility	to	
water.		Securing	a	dependable	water	supply	laid	the	foundation	for	growing	cities	such	as	Los	Angeles	with	
outlying	 agricultural	 communities.	 	 For	 San	 Diego,	 while	 earlier	 waterworks	 brought	 water	 to	 various	
communities	around	the	county,	a	dependable	and	consistent	water	supply	came	in	the	form	of	the	First	San	
Diego	Aqueduct	(1945‐1954).	

Water Development in San Diego 

As	 a	 semiarid	 region,	 San	 Diego	 County	 typifies	 water	 reclamation	 in	 the	 West	 in	 its	 struggle	 against	
insufficient	local	water	resources	and	in	its	early	efforts	to	transform	the	land	into	agricultural	communities	
in	the	late	nineteenth	and	early	twentieth	centuries.		Average	annual	rainfall	at	San	Diego	only	amounts	to	10	
in.	 per	 year,	 yet	 some	 early	 settlers	 dry‐farmed	 their	 properties.	 	 Others	 organized	 into	 local	 water	
associations	and	districts,	which	typified	water	development	trends	in	California.		In	San	Diego	County,	these	
water	collectives	constructed	wells	and	water	infrastructure	projects,	such	as	dams	and	canals,	in	an	effort	to	
capture	 limited	seasonal	water	 flows	and	develop	agriculture	and	domestic	water	supplies.	 	However,	 this	
limited	 and	 fluctuating	 resource	 could	 not	meet	 growing	 demands	 during	World	War	 II,	when	 San	Diego	
solidified	its	importance	as	a	military	hub.		The	importation	of	Colorado	River	water	provided	a	permanent,	
reliable	supply	for	San	Diego	County	and	played	a	significant	role	in	the	city’s	transition	from	a	“sleepy”	port	
town	into	a	large	city	with	suburban	communities	during	and	after	World	War	II	(Ibid.).	

Precipitation	in	San	Diego	County	is	so	variable	from	one	year	to	the	next	and	from	one	season	to	the	next,	
that	 substantial	water	 storage	 facilities	were	necessary	 to	 capture	and	 store	 sufficient	water	 for	domestic	
and	agricultural	use.		The	rapid	increase	in	population	during	the	1880s	had	severely	strained	the	capacity	of	
the	existing	water	supply.		In	the	10	years	between	1887	and	1897,	six	major	dams	were	built	in	San	Diego	
County.	 	 By	 1900,	 the	 population	 of	 the	 city	 of	 San	Diego	 had	 reached	 18,000,	 and	 the	 population	 of	 the	
county	had	topped	35,000.		The	county’s	largest	population	boom	to	date	occurred	between	1910	and	1920,	
an	effect	of	World	War	I	and	an	increased	military	attraction	to	San	Diego.		As	the	population	of	the	city	and	
county	grew,	so	did	demand	of	its	scarce	water	resources,	and	this	spurred	a	greater	interest	in	establishing	
long‐term	water	supplies	to	augment	limited	natural	resources	(Ibid.).	

Securing	and	developing	the	Colorado	River	as	a	reliable,	long‐term	water	supply	became	a	reality	when	the	
Colorado	 River	 Compact	 in	 1922	made	water	 allocations	 possible	 and	 the	 Boulder	 Canyon	 Project	 Act	 of	
1928	authorized	projects	for	development	of	the	river.	 	Los	Angeles	filed	a	water	rights	claim	in	1924,	and	
the	city	of	San	Diego	followed	suit	with	an	application	in	1926.		In	1931,	the	Seven‐Party	Water	Agreement	
allocated	Colorado	River	water	that	would	be	controlled	with	the	construction	of	Boulder	Dam	(1931‐1935),	
diverted	to	growing	Los	Angeles	via	Parker	Dam	(1938)	and	the	Colorado	River	Aqueduct	(1932‐1941),	and	
distributed	to	desert	communities	 in	Southern	California	through	the	All	American	Canal	(1934‐1939)	and	
Coachella	Canal	(1938‐1948).		A	February	1933	contract	secured	permanent	water	diversion	from	the	river	
for	 the	 city	 and	 county	 of	 San	Diego	 above	 present‐day	 Imperial	Dam.	 	 San	Diego	 remained	 interested	 in	
tapping	the	Colorado	River	for	a	permanent	water	source,	yet	funding	to	build	a	conveyance	structure	from	
the	river	remained	an	obstacle	(Ibid.).			

Two	 important	economic	developments	 in	 the	1930s	 laid	 the	 foundation	 for	 increased	military	use	of	San	
Diego	and	foreshadowed	federal	funding	for	a	permanent	water	supply:	dredging	the	San	Diego	Harbor,	and	
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establishing	Consolidated	Aircraft	Company	in	San	Diego.		An	accessible	harbor,	mild	climate,	large	expanses	
of	 land,	 and	 three	major	 aeronautical	manufacturers	 in	 San	Diego	made	 the	 county	 an	 ideal	military	 hub	
during	World	War	II.	 	While	mobilization	catapulted	San	Diego	to	metropolis	status,	the	expansion	of	Navy	
and	Army	bases	in	the	region	coupled	with	the	rapid	expansion	of	the	city’s	population	due	to	the	influx	of	
civilian	war	industry	workers	led	to	dramatic	water	shortages	during	the	1940s.	 	Drought,	nearly	depleted	
ground	water	and	reservoirs,	and	increased	demands	for	wartime	mobilization	placed	San	Diego	in	jeopardy.		
It	was	estimated	that	military	bases	were	monopolizing	45	percent	of	all	water	consumed	in	the	county,	and	
water	 usage	 exceeded	 the	 capacity	 of	 the	 existing	 system	 and	 strained	 the	 reservoirs.	 	 Constructing	
additional	storage	dams	and	associated	 facilities	would	have	required	too	much	time	 to	 fill	 the	reservoirs,	
and	even	then,	it	would	not	have	provided	a	long‐term	solution.		President	Franklin	D.		Roosevelt	ordered	a	
study	of	the	critical	water	situation	in	San	Diego,	and	the	resultant	report,	Senate	Document	249	(October	21,	
1944),	predicted	that	the	water	supply	of	San	Diego	County	would	be	depleted	by	July	1947.		Because	of	the	
strategic	importance	of	the	military	installations	in	San	Diego,	the	President	authorized	the	construction	of	
an	aqueduct	as	an	emergency	waterway	to	bring	water	to	the	region	on	November	29,	1944,	which	Congress	
ratified	on	April	15,	1948.		The	Senate	Committee	charged	with	the	study	considered	building	a	supply	line	
from	the	All‐American	Canal	or	tapping	into	the	MWD’s	Colorado	River	Aqueduct,	and	opted	for	the	aqueduct	
at	San	Jacinto	tunnel	in	Riverside,	California	(Ibid.).	

The	emergency	water	shortage	threatened	San	Diego,	and	tapping	into	the	Colorado	River	Aqueduct	was	the	
quickest	resolution.		The	SDCWA	had	been	established	in	1944	for	the	explicit	purpose	of	purchasing	water	
from	the	MWD	and	importing	it	to	San	Diego	County.		The	Navy	oversaw	construction	of	the	First	San	Diego	
Aqueduct	as	part	of	MWD’s	system	after	the	first	contracts	were	awarded	in	May	1945.		However,	with	the	
Japanese	 surrender	 on	 September	 1945,	 the	 military	 began	 to	 demobilize,	 and	 on	 October	 6,	 1945,	 the	
Secretary	of	the	Navy	canceled	the	San	Diego	aqueduct	project.		The	SDCWA	sent	a	delegation	to	Washington	
to	negotiate	with	 the	 government	 for	 continued	 construction	 of	 the	 aqueduct	project.	 	 An	 agreement	was	
reached	whereby	the	government	would	complete	the	construction	of	the	aqueduct	and	would	then	lease	it	
back	 to	 the	 SDCWA	 at	 an	 annual	 rate	 of	 $500,000	 a	 year	 for	 30	 years.	 	 On	 October	 4,	 1946,	 the	 SDCWA	
assigned	its	Colorado	River	water	rights	to	MWD	for	delivery	through	its	aqueduct	from	Parker	Dam.	 	The	
SDCWA	made	its	first	deliveries	on	November	24,	1947.		After	the	first	full	year	of	operation,	85	percent	of	all	
water	consumed	in	San	Diego	was	Colorado	River	water.		It	has	been	estimated	that	“by	the	following	spring	
the	 reservoir	 serving	Chula	Vista	 and	National	City	would	have	been	absolutely	dry	without	 that	 rescuing	
Colorado	 water.	 	 There	 would	 have	 been	 a	 mass	 exodus	 from	 San	 Diego	 County,	 in	 contrast	 to	 the	
unexpected	influx	that	had	hastened	the	water	crisis”	(Ibid.).	

After	 seven	 years	 of	 drought	 between	 1945	 and	 1951,	 San	 Diego’s	 reservoirs	 were	 almost	 depleted.	 	 It	
quickly	 became	 clear	 that	 additional	 water	 resources	 would	 be	 needed	 to	 serve	 the	 county’s	 growing	
population	 and	 expanding	 industries,	 such	 as	 manufacturing,	 agriculture,	 the	 military,	 and	 tourism.		
Congress	 authorized	 construction	 of	 the	 second	 pipeline	 in	 October	 1951.	 	 Reclamation	 recommended	 a	
second	pipeline	with	the	same	capacity	as	Pipeline	1,	and	SDCWA	selected	an	alignment	parallel	to	the	first.		
Construction	began	in	September	1952,	and	Reclamation	contractors	completed	Pipeline	2	in	October	1954.		
The	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	made	it	possible	for	SDCWA	to	deliver	142,000	acre‐ft.	of	water	to	supplement	
local	supplies	and	provided	the	first	permanent	water	supply	for	San	Diego	County	(Ibid.).	

Rapid	growth	in	the	city	and	county	in	the	1950s	necessitated	the	construction	of	a	second	aqueduct	(1957‐
1960),	and	 its	alignment	was	closer	 to	 the	coast.	 	A	new	reservoir,	Miramar,	 stored	 the	water.	 	Additional	
pipelines	were	constructed	for	the	Second	San	Diego	Aqueduct	in	1960,	terminating	in	Lower	Otay	Reservoir	
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and	in	1972,	terminating	in	Miramar.		Today,	San	Diego	imports	80	percent	of	its	water	supply,	comprised	of	
allotments	 from	 the	 Colorado	 River	 (50	 percent),	 SWP	 (30	 percent),	 and	 local	 supplies/conservation	 (20	
percent).	 	 Imported	 water	 is	 conveyed	 to	 San	 Diego	 via	 the	 MWD	 system,	 and	 the	 San	 Diego	 aqueducts	
convey	water	from	the	SWP	and	the	Colorado	River	(Ibid.).	

Construction of the First San Diego Aqueduct 

The	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 is	 a	 gravity‐flow	 system	 comprised	 of	 an	 earthfill	 reservoir	 (San	 Jacinto	
Reservoir)	located	1.9	mi.		from	the	San	Jacinto	Tunnel;	71.1	mi.	of	two	adjacent	pipelines,	Pipeline	1	(1945‐
1947),	 and	 Pipeline	 2	 (1952‐1954)	 that	 fed	 the	 San	 Vicente	 Reservoir	 (1943).	 	 These	 pipelines	 were	
constructed	of	welded	steel	pipe	and	precast	reinforced	concrete	segments	ranging	in	diameter	from	48	to	
96	in.		The	majority	of	pipeline	is	reinforced	concrete	pipe	with	3.6	mi.	of	steel	pipeline.		There	are	9.7	mi.	of	
concrete‐lined	 tunnels	 and	 single	 pipeline	 or	 siphons	 (Figure	 37).	 	 The	 designed	 capacity	 for	 the	 two	
pipelines	is	165	ft.	 	per	second	(cfs).	 	The	segments	of	the	two	pipelines	that	traverse	the	APE	are	48	in.	in	
diameter	and	are	comprised	of	reinforced	concrete	pipe	at	the	northern	portion	of	the	APE,	followed	by	steel	
pipe	across	the	San	Luis	Rey	Valley,	and	another	section	of	reinforced	concrete	pipe	(Ibid.).	

The	Chief	Engineer	at	 the	Bureau	of	Reclamation	managed	the	design	of	Pipeline	1.	 	The	Chief	of	 the	Navy	
Bureau	of	Yards	and	Dock	oversaw	 the	project,	 and	 the	Public	Works	office	of	 the	Eleventh	Naval	District	
directed	construction.		The	prefabricated	12‐ft.	and	16‐ft.	pipe	segments	were	standard	lock‐joint	type	that	
were	interconnected	and	sealed	with	synthetic	rubber	gaskets.		Concrete	Pipe	Constructors	constructed	the	
reinforced	 concrete	 section	 located	 within	 the	 APE	 between	 January	 1946	 and	 January	 1947	 as	 part	 of	
contract	number	NOy12575.		Haddock‐Engineers	of	Oceanside,	California	completed	the	4,868‐ft.	steel	pipe	
section	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	Valley	between	December	1945	and	November	1946	as	part	of	contract	number	
NOy13215.		The	welded	steel	pipe	varied	in	thickness	from	7/16	to	13/16	in.		Coal‐tar	enamel	protected	the	
interior	and	exterior	of	the	pipe	with	an	additional	cement	mortar	encasing	the	exterior.		The	design	capacity	
of	Pipeline	1	is	85	cfs	with	tunnels	designed	at	165	cfs.		The	SDCWA	had	authority	over	the	operations	and	
maintenance	of	the	pipeline	on	December	11,	1947	(Ibid.).	

During	 fiscal	 year	 1951‐1952,	 SDCWA	 studied	 the	 possibility	 of	 increasing	 capacity	 by	 installing	 booster	
pumping	units;	however,	the	proposal	required	the	expensive	and	potentially	threatening	option	of	shutting	
down	the	system	during	construction.		Instead,	SDCWA	opted	for	Reclamation’s	design	and	recommendation	
to	construct	Pipeline	2	with	 the	same	capacity	as	Pipeline	1	as	an	adjacent	 linear	structure.	 	Construction	
began	 in	 1952	 with	 funding	 from	 the	 Navy,	 yet	 Reclamation	 was	 the	 federal	 agency	 that	 designed	 and	
constructed	Pipeline	2.	 	 The	entire	pipeline	was	 constructed	under	 three	Reclamation	 specifications.	 	The	
design	capacity	for	the	pipeline	north	of	Rainbow	Tunnel	was	95	cfs	and	the	rest	was	80	cfs	(Ibid.).	

Contractors	 bid	on	 the	northerly	portion	of	 the	project	 from	 the	 San	 Jacinto	Reservoir	 to	 San	 Luis	Rey	 in	
August	 1952.	 	 Several	 of	 those	 contractors	 had	 also	worked	 on	 the	 Coachella	 Branch	 of	 the	All‐American	
Canal.	 	 The	 reinforced	 concrete	 pipe	 constructed	 within	 the	 APE	 was	 part	 of	 Specification	 No.	 DC‐3754,	
Schedule	 No.	 3,	 and	 included	 the	 16,672‐ft.	 stretch	 from	 Murrieta	 to	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 siphon.	 	 Johnson	
Western	Constructors	of	San	Pedro,	California	won	the	contract	on	September	8,	1953.		United	Concrete	Pipe	
Corporation	 in	Baldwin	Park,	California	manufactured	the	48‐in.	reinforced	concrete	pipe.	 	Construction	of	
the	 steel	 siphon	 segment	 across	 the	 San	Luis	Rey	Valley	was	 completed	under	 Specification	No.	DC‐3807.		
Contractors	P.	&	J.	Artukovich	and	M.	Miller	Company	won	the	contract	on	October	30,	1952.		Construction	
began	on	January	6,	1953	and	ended	on	November	9,	1953.		The	6,874	ft.	of	prefabricated	16‐ft.	segments	of	
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48‐in.	steel	pipe	that	comprised	the	siphon	varied	in	thickness	from	5/16	to	13/16	in.		An	internal	coating	of	
coal	tar	protected	the	steel	from	erosion	with	an	exterior	protection	of	Gunite	concrete.		Specification	No.	DC‐
3822	 outlined	work	 on	 the	 reinforced	 concrete	 segment	 from	 the	 end	 of	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 siphon	 to	 the	
northern	 end	 of	 the	 San	 Vicente	 Tunnel.	 	 S.A.	 Healy	 Company	 of	 Chicago,	 Illinois	 won	 that	 contract	 on	
December	15,	1953.		Basalt	Rock	Company	in	Fontana,	California	manufactured	the	reinforced	concrete	pipe.		
The	segment	within	the	APE	is	also	48	in.	in	diameter.		Work	began	on	March	23,	1953,	and	all	construction	
work	on	Pipeline	2	had	been	completed	in	October	1954.		The	Navy	had	released	the	authority	for	operations	
and	maintenance	of	the	second	pipeline	incrementally	as	portions	of	the	projects	were	finished.		On	January	
14,	1954,	the	Navy	turned	over	operations	and	maintenance	of	the	remaining	segments	to	the	SDCWA	(Ibid.).	

Today,	 San	 Diego	 receives	 deliveries	 from	 Lake	 Skinner	 and	 the	 Colorado	 River	 via	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	
Aqueduct	 and	 the	 Second	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct.	 	 Beginning	 October	 24,	 1974,	 the	 San	 Jacinto	 Regulating	
Reservoir	of	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	no	longer	regulated	water	deliveries,	as	safety	concerns	forced	its	
removal	from	service.		Thereafter,	Pipeline	1	received	blended	SWP	and	Colorado	River	water	directly	from	
the	San	Diego	Canal	near	San	Jacinto.		Diversions	from	Pipeline	1	at	Rainbow	Pass	fed	Pipeline	2	(Ibid.).			

The	San	Diego	Aqueduct	has	not	been	landmarked	by	the	ASCE,	and	the	ASCE	did	not	publish	any	materials	
on	the	aqueduct	from	1930	to	1959	(Ibid.). 

Historical and Archaeological Resources Identified within the APE 

A	total	of	41	historical	and	archaeological	resources	have	been	identified	within	the	APE	of	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative.	 	Two	of	 these	resources,	Gregory	Mountain	and	Medicine	Rock	(CA‐SDI‐313/4,356),	
will	be	analyzed	in	Section	4.5.2,	Traditional	Cultural	Properties,	of	this	EIS.		Of	the	remaining	39	resources,	
20	 are	 located	 within	 the	 Direct	 APE.	 	 Of	 the	 latter,	 16	 resources	 are	 within	 the	 ADI	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative.		All	of	the	39	resources	are	summarized,	as	follows:	

Historical Resources 

The	 Lucio	 and	 Verboom	 dairies	 and	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 are	 considered	 potential	 historical	
resources	and	are	located	with	the	Direct	APE	(and	ADI)	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		However,	
the	 earliest	 buildings	 associated	 with	 the	 Verboom	 dairy	 were	 not	 constructed	 until	 1967	 according	 to	
building	 records.	 	 Since	 the	 Verboom	 dairy	 complex	 has	 not	 yet	 reached	 the	 age	 threshold	 for	 National	
Register	eligibility,	it	was	not	formally	evaluated	for	purposes	of	this	analysis	and	therefore	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 have	 no	 adverse	 effect	 to	 this	 resource	 which	 is	 considered	 an	 ineligible	
resource	 under	 Section	 106.	 	 The	 Verboom	 dairy	 was	 documented	 in	 ASM’s	 technical	 report	 (see	 the	
confidential	 portion	 of	 Appendix	 H)	 to	 show	 the	 lack	 of	 integrity	 and	 architectural	 significance	 of	 the	
buildings	and	the	complex	as	a	whole.		Since	the	Lucio	dairy	and	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	meet	the	age	
threshold	 for	National	Register	eligibility,	 their	eligibility	evaluation	and	assessment	of	adverse	effects	are	
provided	below.	

Lucio Dairy  

ASM	concluded	that	the	Lucio	dairy	is	a	good	example	of	a	dairy	complex	from	the	mid‐twentieth	century	in	
San	Diego	County.		As	such,	they	recommended	the	dairy	complex	as	potentially	eligible	under	Criterion	A	of	
the	National	Register	as	a	district	 for	 its	association	with	 the	historic	context	of	Agriculture	and	 the	Dairy	
Industry	(1958‐1970),	a	significant	theme	in	San	Diego	County	history.	 	However,	the	SHPO	was	unable	to	
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concur	with	 this	eligibility	recommendation	and	has	determined	 that	 the	Lucio	dairy	 “does	not	rise	 to	 the	
requisite	level	of	significance	for	[National	Register]	inclusion.”10	 	A	copy	of	the	SHPO	concurrence	letter	is	
provided	 in	 the	 public	 portion	 of	 Appendix	 H,	 of	 this	 EIS.	 	 Although	 sources	 link	 the	 Lucio	 dairy	 to	 the	
Carnation	Company	and	its	former	president	Alfred	Ghormley,	no	information	could	be	found	to	identify	this	
particular	dairy	complex	as	having	been	an	important	dairy	for	the	company.		Additionally,	the	dairy	was	not	
owned	 by	 either	 the	 company	 or	Ghormley	 for	 a	 substantial	 length	 of	 time	 during	 the	 boom	of	 the	 dairy	
industry	in	the	mid‐twentieth	century.		No	information	was	found	to	identify	Joe	Lucio	as	an	important	figure	
in	 San	 Diego	 history;	 therefore,	 the	 Lucio	 dairy	 is	 recommended	 as	 ineligible	 under	 Criterion	 B	 of	 the	
National	Register.	

The	 Lucio	 dairy	 retains	 its	 integrity	 and	 embodies	 distinctive	 characteristics	 of	 a	 typical	 dairy	 farm,	with	
features	including	its	semicircular	corral	design	with	the	central	milking	parlor,	as	well	as	the	herringbone	
milking	system	within	the	central	barn.		These	design	elements	are	characteristic	of	the	high‐efficiency	farms	
in	San	Diego	County	that	were	able	to	handle	 large	herds	of	cattle.	 	Research	to	find	comparable	examples	
concluded	 that	 the	 Lucio	 dairy	 is	 one	 of	 the	 best	 remaining	 examples	 still	 extant	 in	 San	 Diego	 County.		
According	to	ASM,	while	individually	these	buildings	would	not	merit	significance	on	their	own,	as	a	district,	
the	 collection	 of	 the	 buildings	 and	 the	 associated	 landscape	 retain	 sufficient	 integrity	 to	 be	 eligible	 as	 a	
historic	 district	 under	 Criterion	 C.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Lucio	 dairy	 was	 recommended	 eligible	 by	 ASM	 under	
Criterion	C	of	the	National	Register.		However,	as	discussed	earlier,	the	SHPO	was	unable	to	concur	with	this	
recommendation.		The	dairy	does	not	have	the	potential	to	provide	information	about	history	or	prehistory	
that	 is	 also	 not	 available	 through	 historic	 research.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 recommended	 as	 ineligible	 under	
Criterion	D	of	the	National	Register	(Ibid.).	

In	summary,	the	USACE	agrees	with	the	SHPO	and	has	determined	that	the	Lucio	Dairy	is	ineligible	for	listing	
in	the	National	Register.		

First San Diego Aqueduct  

The	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct,	Pipelines	1	and	2,	is	recommended	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	
under	Criterion	A	for	 local	significance	as	the	first	water	 infrastructure	project	 that	provided	a	permanent	
water	supply	for	San	Diego	County.		It	was	initiated	as	an	emergency	wartime	federal	project	to	secure	water	
supplies	 for	 military	 bases	 around	 the	 county	 and	 facilitated	 early	 post‐World	 War	 II	 growth	 by	
supplementing	insufficient	local	water	sources.		The	recommended	period	of	significance	is	from	1945,	when	
construction	 began	 on	 the	 first	 barrel	 of	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct,	 to	 1960,	 when	 construction	 was	
completed	on	the	Second	San	Diego	Aqueduct.		The	aqueduct	is	not	recommended	as	eligible	under	Criterion	
B	 because	 there	 is	 no	 association	 with	 any	 historically	 important	 individual.	 	 It	 is	 not	 recommended	 as	
eligible	 under	 Criterion	 C,	 since	 there	 are	 earlier	 and	 better	 aqueduct	 engineering	 examples	 in	 southern	
California.		The	aqueduct	is	comprised	of	structures	and	materials	that	were	not	unique	for	its	time,	but	were	
standard	 within	 the	 field.	 	 The	 resource	 is	 not	 recommended	 as	 eligible	 under	 Criterion	 D	 because	 data	
recovery	would	not	be	likely	to	yield	important	historical	data	(Ibid.).	

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	an	option	to	relocate	approximately	3,200	linear	feet	of	
the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct,	 Pipelines	 1	 and	 2,	 which	 traverse	 the	 ADI	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	

																																																													
10		 SHPO	 concurrence	 letter	 dated	 September	 13,	 2012:	 RE:	 Section	 106	 Consultation	 for	 Issuance	 of	 404	 Permit,	 Gregory	 Canyon	

Landfill,	near	San	Luis	Rey	River,	San	Diego	County,	California	(Ref:	COE110329C)	by	Milford	Wayne	Donaldson.	
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Alternative	site.		The	pipelines	are	located	to	the	west	of	the	construction	footprint	and	are	recommended	as	
eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	under	Criterion	A.			

The	USACE	has	determined	that	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	is	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	
under	Criterion	A.		In	a	letter	dated	September	13,	2012,	the	SHPO	concurred	with	this	determination.			

Archaeological Resources 

Information	 regarding	 the	 eligibility	 determinations	 for	 archaeological	 resources	 within	 the	 APE	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	briefly	summarized	below.	

Resources Within the ADI 

Resources Recommended as Eligible for the National Register 

 CA‐SDI‐745	 (prehistoric	 seasonal	 camp;	 historic‐period	 debris;	 recommended	 as	 eligible	 by	
McDonald	et	al.		1999,	Bissell	et	al.		1999)	

 CA‐SDI‐14,607	(historic‐period	Higgins	Family	Cemetery;	recommended	as	eligible	by	McDonald	et	
al.		1999,	Bissell	et	al.		1999)	

 CA‐SDI‐14,610H	 (historic‐period	 James	 P.	 Higgins	 Homestead;	 recommended	 as	 eligible	 by	
McDonald	et	al.		1999,	Bissell	and	Bonifacic	1999)	

 CA‐SDI‐14,611	(historic‐period	Maggie	Lovell	House	Site;	recommended	as	eligible	by	McDonald	et	
al.		1999,	Bissell	et	al.		1999)	

 F.	 	W.	 	Bryant	Homestead	(historic‐period	homestead;	recommended	as	eligible	by	McDonald	et	al.		
1999)	

The	 USACE	 has	 determined	 that	 these	 resources	 are	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register	 under	
Criterion	D.		In	a	letter	dated	September	13,	2012,	the	SHPO	concurred	with	this	determination.			

Resources Recommended as Not Eligible for the National Register 

 CA‐SDI‐786	(prehistoric	isolate)	

 CA‐SDI‐14,585	 (prehistoric	 seasonal	 camp;	 historic‐period	 Thomas	 Foster	 Homestead;	
recommended	as	not	eligible	by	McDonald	et	al.		1999)	

 CA‐SDI‐14,608	(prehistoric	bedrock	milling;	recommended	as	not	eligible	by	Bissell	et	al.		1999)	

 P‐37‐016165	(historic‐period	road;	recommended	as	not	eligible	by	McDonald	et	al.		1999)	

 P‐37‐030856	(prehistoric	isolate)	

 P‐37‐030857	(prehistoric	isolate)	

 Welty‐Higgins	Homestead	(historic‐period	homestead;	recommended	as	not	eligible	by	McDonald	et	
al.		1999)	

The	USACE	 has	 determined	 that	 these	 resources	 are	 not	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	National	 Register.	 	 In	 a	
letter	dated	September	13,	2012,	the	SHPO	concurred	with	this	determination.		
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CA‐SDI‐19,943 

This	resource	was	initially	recorded	during	the	ASM	investigations	in	2010	by	Comeau	and	is	described	as	a	
single	bedrock	milling	station	(a	boulder	measuring	2	x	1.4	m)	with	one	highly	exfoliated	slick.	 	The	site	is	
situated	 on	 the	 south‐facing	 slope	 of	 a	 gently	 sloping	 hill.	 	 A	 few	 other	 small	 boulders	 are	 present	 in	 the	
surrounding	area,	all	of	which	are	highly	exfoliated.		No	artifacts	were	observed	at	the	site,	but	may	be	due	to	
the	dense	vegetation	in	the	area.	 	Soil	at	the	site	consists	of	light	brown	sandy	silt	with	some	decomposing	
granitic	material.		No	midden	soil	was	observed.		A	large	drainage	trends	east	to	west	approximately	120	m	
south	 of	 the	 site.	 	 Vegetation	 at	 the	 site	 consists	 of	 coastal	 sage	 scrub	 which	 includes	 sagebrush,	 grass,	
buckwheat	 and	 cacti.	 	 ASM	 noted	 that	 site	 appears	 unlikely	 to	 contain	 a	 subsurface	 deposit.	 	 This	 site	 is	
mapped	 within	 the	 Direct	 APE/ADI	 (Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 B).	 	 Review	 of	 current	 aerial	 photography	
reveals	that	the	area	where	the	resource	was	mapped	by	Comeau	has	undergone	limited	disturbance	from	
development	 and	 still	 exists	 today.	 	 Given	 the	 unlikelihood	 for	 this	 resource	 to	 retain	 additional	 buried	
components	that	would	yield	information	important	to	the	study	of	history	or	prehistory,	CA‐SDI‐19,943	is	
recommended	as	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.	

The	USACE	has	determined	that	this	resource	is	not	eligible	for	 listing	in	the	National	Register.	 	 In	a	 letter	
dated	September	13,	2012,	the	SHPO	concurred	with	this	determination.	

Resources Within the Direct APE, But Outside the ADI  

Resources Recommended as Eligible for the National Register 

 CA‐SDI‐683	(prehistoric	base	camp	or	seasonal	village;	recommended	as	eligible	by	McDonald	et	al.		
1999)	

 CA‐SDI‐744	(including	SDI‐12,584;	prehistoric	seasonal	camp;	recommended	as	eligible	by	McDonald	
et	al.		1999)	

 CA‐SDI‐12,585	 (prehistoric	 bedrock	 milling;	 historic‐period	 David	 H.	 	 Wright	 Homestead;	
recommended	as	eligible	by	McDonald	et	al.		1999)	

 CA‐SDI‐14,609	(prehistoric	rock	art	and	bedrock	milling;	recommended	as	eligible	by	McDonald	et	al.		
1999)	

The	 USACE	 has	 determined	 that	 these	 resources	 are	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register	 under	
Criterion	D.		In	a	letter	dated	September	13,	2012,	the	SHPO	concurred	with	this	determination.			

Resources Within the Indirect APE 

Resources Recommended as Not Eligible for the National Register 

 P‐37‐016051	(historic‐period	Pala	Fruit	Ranch	wall;	recommended	as	not	eligible	by	McDonald	et	al.		
1999)	

The	USACE	has	determined	that	this	resource	is	not	eligible	for	 listing	in	the	National	Register.	 	 In	a	 letter	
dated	September	13,	2012,	the	SHPO	concurred	with	this	determination.	
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Resources Presumed Eligible for National Register  

These	resources	are	described	as	prehistoric	bedrock	milling	stations,	prehistoric	ceramic	scatters,	historic‐
period	 trash	 scatters,	 a	 historic‐period	 cabin,	 and	 a	 historic‐period	 residence.	 	 They	 include	 features	 and	
artifacts	on	 the	 surface	which	are	very	often	markers	of	 subsurface	 features	and	artifacts	 that	 are	usually	
much	more	 abundant	 than	 those	 on	 the	 surface.	 	 These	 subsurface	 features	 and	 artifacts	 associated	with	
these	resources	have	the	potential	to	yield	information	important	to	the	study	of	history	or	prehistory	and	
are	 therefore	 recommended	 as	 eligible	 under	 criterion	 D	 of	 the	 National	 Register.	 	 The	 USACE	 has	
determined	that	these	resources	are	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	under	Criterion	D.		In	a	letter	
dated	September	13,	2012,	the	SHPO	concurred	with	this	determination.		These	resources	are	described	in	
detail	below:		

CA‐SDI‐773 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1948	and	1960	by	True	as	“small	to	medium	bedrock	mortars”	and	
was	mapped	near	 the	 right‐of‐way	 (ROW)	of	 SR	76	approximately	1.5	 kilometers	 (km)	west	of	 the	Direct	
APE/ADI	 (habitat	 restoration	 area	 ‐	 HRRMP).	 	 A	 survey	 of	 the	 ROW	 in	 2004	 yielded	 negative	 results	 for	
cultural	material.		True	also	noted	it	measured	“50	x	25??...within	a	small	canyon	at	sharp	turn	of	road.”		In	
2009,	a	survey	associated	with	a	pole	replacement	project	in	the	vicinity	of	the	canyon	where	SDI‐773	was	
mapped	failed	to	identify	any	remnants	of	the	site.		It	was	noted	then	that	an	existing	quarry	operation	may	
have	 destroyed	 the	 site	 or	 it	may	 still	 be	 present	 east	 of	 the	 quarry	 boundary.	 	 Review	 of	 current	 aerial	
photography	reveals	that	the	canyon	 floor	where	True	mapped	the	site	(including	the	mapped	location	on	
True’s	 Location	 Map)	 has	 been	 completely	 destroyed	 by	 the	 quarry.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 site	 has	 likely	 been	
displaced	or	destroyed	but	this	cannot	be	confirmed	at	this	time.	

CA‐SDI‐4502 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1978	by	Kardash	as	one	milling	slick	and	one	bedrock	mortar	on	
two	 granite	 boulders	 within	 a	 15	 x	 5‐meter	 (m)	 area.	 	 Kardash	 did	 not	 identify	 any	 artifacts	 or	 midden	
deposits	 associated	with	 the	milling	 features.	 	 This	 site	 is	mapped	approximately	1.5	 km	northeast	 of	 the	
Direct	APE	and	2.5	km	northeast	from	the	ADI	(landfill	gas	migration	monitoring	probe,	 landfill	 footprint).		
Review	of	current	aerial	photography	reveals	that	the	area	where	the	resource	was	mapped	by	Kardash	has	
undergone	 limited	 disturbance	 from	 development	 and,	 therefore,	 the	 site	 may	 still	 exist	 at	 its	 mapped	
location.	

CA‐SDI‐4503/H 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1978	by	Norwood	as	a	historic‐period	trash	scatter	in	a	40	x	30‐m	
area	that	dates	between	the	late	19th	century	to	approximately	1950.		Artifacts	include	purple	glass,	square	
and	round	nails,	wood	fragments,	porcelain	and	chinaware,	and	old	style	soldered	cans.		Norwood	noted	the	
area	had	 likely	been	cleared	and	plowed	which	may	have	displaced	or	damaged	 the	artifacts.	 	This	 site	 is	
mapped	approximately	1.9	km	northeast	of	the	Direct	APE	and	2.9	km	northeast	from	the	ADI	(landfill	gas	
migration	monitoring	probe,	landfill	footprint).	 	Review	of	current	aerial	photography	reveals	that	the	area	
where	 the	 resource	was	mapped	 by	Norwood	has	 undergone	 limited	 disturbance	 from	development	 and,	
therefore,	the	site	may	still	exist	at	its	mapped	location.	
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CA‐SDI‐4910 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1977	by	Corum/Toren	as	one	bedrock	mortar	and	a	rock	wall	in	a	
40	x	20‐m	area.		No	artifacts	or	midden	was	identified	in	association	with	the	features;	however,	vegetation	
was	dense.		It	was	noted	as	“undisturbed.”		This	site	is	mapped	approximately	100	m	west	of	the	Direct	APE	
and	 800	m	 north	 from	 the	 ADI	 (landfill	 gas	migration	monitoring	 probe/landfill	 footprint).	 	 A	 survey	 by	
McDowell/Sundberg	(SRS)	in	1991	relocated	the	bedrock	mortar	but	not	the	rock	wall.	 	Review	of	current	
aerial	photography	reveals	that	the	area	where	the	resource	was	mapped	by	Corum/Toren	has	undergone	
limited	disturbance	from	development	and,	therefore,	the	site	may	still	exist	at	its	mapped	location.	

CA‐SDI‐8871 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1981	by	Kasper	as	one	cupule	and	three	milling	slicks	on	two	rock	
outcroppings	in	a	20	x	5‐m	area.		Four	Tizon	brown	pottery	sherds,	one	mano	fragment,	and	one	basalt	flake	
was	identified	in	association	with	the	site.		The	site	is	mapped	0.9	km	west	of	the	Direct	APE/ADI	(HRRMP	
area).		Review	of	current	aerial	photography	reveals	that	the	area	where	the	resource	was	mapped	by	Kasper	
has	undergone	 limited	disturbance	 from	development	and,	 therefore,	 the	site	may	still	exist	at	 its	mapped	
location.	

CA‐SDI‐12,208/H 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1991	by	Ferrel	as	a	three‐room	cabin	and	associated	features	(i.e.,	
stone	 retaining	wall,	 stone	 fireplace,	 plaster	 and	wood	walls,	 and	wood‐framed	windows)	 in	 a	 30	 x	 30‐m	
area.	 	Ferrel	noted	that	“the	nails	were	round	and	that	the	wood	was	milled;	probably	1920s.”	 	The	site	 is	
mapped	 2.15	 km	 north	 of	 the	 Direct	 APE	 and	 3	 km	 north	 of	 ADI	 (landfill	 gas	 migration	 monitoring	
probe/landfill	 footprint).	 	 Review	of	 current	 aerial	 photography	 reveals	 that	 the	 area	where	 the	 resource	
was	mapped	by	Ferrel	has	undergone	limited	disturbance	from	development	and,	therefore,	the	site	may	still	
exist	 at	 its	 mapped	 location.	 	 Review	 of	 an	 aerial	 photograph	 from	 1938	 shows	 a	 building	 in	 the	 same	
location	where	the	site	is	mapped.	

CA‐SDI‐12,582 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1991	by	McDowell/Sunberg	(SRS)	as	one	bedrock	mortar	and	no	
associated	artifacts	or	midden.		This	site	is	mapped	approximately	80	m	west	of	the	Direct	APE	and	800	m	
north	 from	 the	 ADI	 (landfill	 gas	migration	monitoring	 probe/landfill	 footprint).	 	 Review	 of	 current	 aerial	
photography	 reveals	 that	 the	area	where	 the	 resource	was	mapped	by	McDowell/Sunberg	has	undergone	
limited	disturbance	from	development	and,	therefore,	the	site	may	still	exist	at	its	mapped	location.	

CA‐SDI‐12,583 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	 in	1991	by	McDowell/Sunberg	(SRS)	as	seven	bedrock	mortars	and	
two	milling	slicks	on	 four	boulders	 in	a	12	x	6‐m	area	with	no	associated	artifacts	or	midden.	 	This	site	 is	
mapped	approximately	200	m	north	of	the	Direct	APE	and	1.2	km	north	from	the	ADI	(landfill	gas	migration	
monitoring	probe	/landfill	footprint).		Review	of	current	aerial	photography	reveals	that	the	area	where	the	
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resource	 was	 mapped	 by	 McDowell/Sunberg	 has	 undergone	 moderate	 to	 heavy	 disturbance	 from	
development	and,	therefore,	the	site	may	be	destroyed	but	this	cannot	be	confirmed	at	this	time.	

CA‐SDI‐13,004 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1992	by	Collett	et	al.	as	one	milling	slick	and	one	bedrock	mortar	on	
one	boulder	with	no	associated	artifacts	or	midden.	 	 In	1994,	Piggniolo	and	Briggs	identified	an	additional	
milling	slick	on	another	boulder	in	the	area	(20	x	15‐m	area)	and	noted	that	the	area	had	been	undisturbed.		
The	site	is	mapped	approximately	100	m	north	and	west	of	the	Direct	APE/ADI	(HRRMP	area).	 	Review	of	
current	 aerial	 photography	 reveals	 that	 the	 area	 where	 the	 resource	 was	 mapped	 by	 Collett	 et	 al.	 has	
undergone	 limited	 disturbance	 from	 development	 and,	 therefore,	 the	 site	 may	 still	 exist	 at	 its	 mapped	
location.			

CA‐SDI‐13,005 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1992	by	Collett	et	al.	as	one	milling	slick	and	five	bedrock	mortar	on	
one	boulder	with	no	associated	artifacts	or	midden.	 	 In	1994,	Piggniolo	and	Briggs	 identified	an	additional	
milling	slick	on	another	boulder	in	the	area	(30	x	20‐m	area)	and	noted	that	the	area	had	been	undisturbed.		
The	site	is	mapped	approximately	100	m	north	and	west	of	the	Direct	APE/ADI	(HRRMP	area).	 	Review	of	
current	 aerial	 photography	 reveals	 that	 the	 area	 where	 the	 resource	 was	 mapped	 by	 Collett	 et	 al.	 	 has	
undergone	 limited	 disturbance	 from	 development	 and,	 therefore,	 the	 site	 may	 still	 exist	 at	 its	 mapped	
location.			

CA‐SDI‐13,006 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1992	by	Collett	et	al.	as	six	Tizon	Brownware	pottery	sherds	in	a	20	
x	 20‐m	 area	within	 citrus	 groves.	 	 It	was	 noted	 that	 the	 site	was	 disturbed	 by	 citrus	 tree	 cultivation	 and	
maintenance	activities.	 	The	site	is	mapped	approximately	0.6	and	0.8	km	north	of	the	Direct	APE	and	ADI	
(HRRMP	area),	respectively.		Review	of	current	aerial	photography	reveals	that	the	area	where	the	resource	
was	mapped	by	Collett	et	al.	has	undergone	heavy	disturbance	from	the	recent	development	of	a	power	plant	
(a	very	small	number	of	citrus	trees	are	remaining);	therefore,	the	site	has	likely	been	displaced	or	destroyed	
but	this	cannot	be	confirmed	at	this	time.	

CA‐SDI‐13,007 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1992	by	Collett	et	al.		as	six	historic‐period	glazed	ceramic	sherds,	
two	 aqua	 and	manganese	 glass	 fragments,	 one	 porcelain	 fence	 insulator,	 and	 a	 possible	 prehistoric	Tizon	
Brownware	pottery	sherd	in	a	2	x	2‐m	area	within	citrus	groves.		It	was	noted	that	the	site	was	disturbed	by	
citrus	tree	cultivation	and	maintenance	activities	(i.e.,	disking/plowing).		A	survey	of	the	SR	76	ROW	in	2004	
yielded	negative	results	for	cultural	material.		The	site	is	mapped	approximately	0.6	and	0.8	km	north	of	the	
Direct	APE	and	ADI	(HRRMP	area),	respectively.		Review	of	current	aerial	photography	reveals	that	the	area	
where	the	resource	was	mapped	by	Collett	et	al.	 	has	undergone	heavy	disturbance	from	development	of	a	
power	plant	(no	citrus	trees	are	remaining	is	this	specific	area);	therefore,	the	site	has	likely	been	displaced	
or	destroyed.	
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CA‐SDI‐13,766 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1994	by	Briggs	and	Pigniolo	as	four	loci	(A	–	D)	in	a	120	x	100‐m	
area.	 	Locus	A	is	described	as	prehistoric	ceramics	(25	Tizon	Brownware	sheds)	and	historic‐period	refuse	
(five	 fragments	 of	 historic	 glass	 and	metal),	 Locus	B	 is	 described	 as	 a	 single	bedrock	milling	 feature	with	
basins,	 Locus	 C	 is	 described	 as	 one	 boulder	 with	 three	 bedrock	 mortars	 including	 six	 cupules	 or	
“protomortars”	 arranged	 in	 a	 “T”‐like	 pattern	 and	 a	 milling	 slick	 on	 another	 boulder,	 and	 Locus	 D	 is	
described	as	 a	boulder	with	at	 least	one	milling	 slicks.	 	 It	was	noted	 that	 site	was	 in	 good	 condition	with	
minimal	disturbances	in	the	1994.		The	site	is	mapped	approximately	0.6	and	0.8	km	north	of	the	Direct	APE	
and	ADI	(HRRMP	area),	respectively.		Review	of	current	aerial	photography	reveals	that	the	area	where	the	
resource	was	mapped	by	Briggs	 and	Pigniolo	has	undergone	 limited	disturbance	 from	development	of	 an	
adjacent	power	plant;	therefore,	the	site	may	still	exist	at	its	mapped	location.			

CA‐SDI‐13,767 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	 in	1994	by	Briggs	and	Pigniolo	as	a	domestic	historic‐period	refuse	
scatter	 in	a	20	x	20‐m	area	within	citrus	groves.	 	The	artifacts	 include	more	than	50	 fragments	of	historic	
glass	 (purple,	 semi‐automatic	 machine‐made	 bottle	 neck,	 aqua,	 brown,	 milk	 and	 window)	 and	 historic‐
period	ceramics.		It	was	noted	that	site	was	disturbance	by	citrus	grove	cultivation	in	1994.		A	survey	of	the	
SR	76	ROW	in	2004	yielded	negative	results	for	cultural	material.		The	site	is	mapped	approximately	0.8	and	
1.0	 km	 northeast	 of	 the	 Direct	 APE	 and	 ADI	 (HRRMP	 area),	 respectively.	 	 Review	 of	 current	 aerial	
photography	reveals	 that	 the	area	where	 the	resource	was	mapped	by	Briggs	and	Pigniolo	has	undergone	
limited	 disturbance	 from	 development	 and	 is	 covered	 with	 native	 or	 non‐native	 vegetation	 growth	 (as	
opposed	to	the	citrus	groves);	therefore,	the	site	may	still	exist	at	its	mapped	location.			

CA‐SDI‐13,768 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1994	by	Briggs	and	Pigniolo	as	a	boulder	with	a	milling	slick	in	a	3	x	
3‐m	area	that	is	relatively	undisturbed.		No	artifacts	were	observed	during	the	initial	recordation.		The	site	is	
mapped	approximately	30	and	90	m	north	of	the	Direct	APE	and	ADI	(HRRMP	area),	respectively.		Review	of	
current	aerial	photography	reveals	that	the	area	where	the	resource	was	mapped	by	Briggs	and	Pigniolo	has	
undergone	limited	disturbance	from	development;	therefore,	the	site	may	still	exist	at	its	mapped	location.			

CA‐SDI‐13,769 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	1994	by	Briggs	and	Pigniolo	as	a	boulder	with	a	milling	slick	in	a	3	x	
3‐m	area	that	is	relatively	undisturbed.		No	artifacts	were	observed	during	the	initial	recordation.		The	site	is	
mapped	approximately	80	and	140	m	north	of	the	Direct	APE	and	ADI	(HRRMP	area),	respectively.		Review	
of	current	aerial	photography	reveals	that	a	dirt	access	road	is	located	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	where	the	
resource	was	mapped	by	Briggs	and	Pigniolo;	 therefore,	 the	site	may	have	been	destroyed	or	displaced	or	
may	exist	at	its	mapped	location.			
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CA‐SDI‐17,759 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	2006	by	Tift	et	al.	as	a	boulder	with	a	milling	slick	in	a	4	x	3‐m	area	
that	has	undergone	disturbance	from	ranching	and	agricultural	activities.		No	artifacts	were	observed	during	
the	initial	recordation.	 	The	site	was	tested	with	six	Shovel	Test	Probes	(STPs)	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	
the	boulder	that	yielded	negative	results.		As	result	Tift	et	al.	recommended	the	site	as	“not	significant.”		This	
site	is	mapped	approximately	1.5	km	northeast	of	the	Direct	APE	and	2.5	km	northeast	from	the	ADI	(landfill	
gas	migration	monitoring	probe,	 landfill	 footprint).	 	Review	of	current	aerial	photography	reveals	 that	 the	
area	where	 the	 resource	was	mapped	by	Tift	 et	 al.	has	undergone	 limited	disturbance	 from	development;	
therefore,	the	site	may	still	exist	at	its	mapped	location.			

P‐37‐027910 

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	in	2005	by	Shattuck	et	al.	as	a	one‐story,	single	family	residence.		It	is	
described	 as	 a	wood‐framed	Mission‐style	 building	 that	 is	 rectangular	 in	 plan	 and	 exhibits	 a	 low‐pitched,	
cross‐gabled	roof.		The	foundation	is	concrete	and	the	roof	is	covered	with	red	clay	tiles	with	exterior	walls	
sheathed	 with	 stucco.	 	 The	 interior	 appears	 to	 have	 been	 modified	 into	 office	 space.	 	 The	 residence	 is	
situated	within	 a	 39‐acre	 parcel	 and	 is	 surrounded	 by	metal	 livestock	 corrals.	 	 Shattuck	 et	 al.	 noted	 that	
residence	may	 have	 been	 built	 between	 the	 1930s	 and	 1950s.	 	 They	 also	 note	 the	 residence	 “appears	 to	
retain	 integrity	of	 location,	design,	setting,	materials,	workmanship,	 feeling,	and	association	and	may	meet	
Criteria	A	and/or	C	of	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places.”	 	As	a	result,	Shattuck	et	al.	recommended	a	
formal	evaluation	for	listing	if	the	residence	was	to	be	destroyed.		This	site	is	mapped	approximately	0.9	km	
north	of	the	Direct	APE	and	2	km	northeast	from	the	ADI	(landfill	gas	migration	monitoring	probe,	 landfill	
footprint).	 	 Review	of	 current	 aerial	 photography	 reveals	 that	 the	 residence	was	 built	 between	 1953	 and	
1964	and	still	exists	today.			

4.5.1.3.2  Design Features from the Gregory Canyon EIR  

The	following	summarizes	mitigation	measures	that	would	be	required	under	CEQA	with	implementation	of	
the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	pursuant	 to	a	Mitigation	Monitoring	and	Reporting	Program	(MMRP)	
adopted	 by	 the	 San	 Diego	 DEH	 on	 May	 13,	 2011.	 	 As	 these	 measures	 would	 be	 required	 as	 part	 of	 the	
construction	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	they	are	referred	to	and	considered	as	design	features	
in	this	EIS.		The	MMRP	with	the	full	text	of	the	measures	is	included	in	Appendix	A	of	this	EIS.	

 DF	4.11.C5P.		Preparation	and	Execution	of	a	MOA.	 	Requires	the	preparation	and	execution	of	a	
MOA	between	 the	 appropriate	 federal	 agencies	 and	 the	 SHPO	 regarding	 the	measures	 to	mitigate,	
reduce,	 or	 avoid	 impacts	 to	 Native	 American	 resources	 in	 accordance	 with	 Section	 106.	 	 These	
measures	shall	be	implemented	by	the	Applicant.	

 DF	4.11‐1.	 	Removal	of	CA‐SDI‐14,607/H	(Higgins	Family	Cemetery).	 	Requires	 the	 removal	of	
the	cemetery	by	excavation	of	burials	and	rebury	in	a	nearby	active	cemetery	prior	to	construction	
activity	occurring	at	the	cemetery.	 	Exhumation	and	re‐interment	of	all	remains	from	this	cemetery	
shall	be	conducted	in	accordance	with	Section	7050.5	of	the	California	Health	and	Safety	Code.	

 DF	 4.11‐2.	 	 Archaeological	 Monitoring	 and	 Data	 Recovery	 Program.	 	 Requires	 a	 qualified	
archaeologist,	 and,	 if	 appropriate,	 Native	 American	 monitor	 to	 implement	 a	 monitoring	 and	 data	
recovery	program	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	County’s	Director	of	Planning	and	Land	Use,	to	mitigate	
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potential	impacts	to	previously	undiscovered	archaeological	resources.		In	addition,	the	archaeologist	
and,	 if	 appropriate,	 the	Native	American	monitor	 shall	monitor	 initial	 grading	 and	 ground	 surface	
preparation	on	all	previously	undisturbed	areas.			

 DF	 4.11‐3.	 	 Avoidance	Measures	 for	 California	 (and	 National)	 Register‐Eligible	 Resources.		
Requires	a	qualified	archaeologist,	and,	if	appropriate,	Native	American	monitor	to	provide	measures	
to	ensure	the	avoidance	of	impacts	to	known	California	Register‐eligible	cultural	resources	that	could	
be	 indirectly	 affected	 by	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 (including:	 	 CA‐SDI‐683;	 CA‐SDI‐
744/12,584;	CA‐SDI‐12,585H;	CA‐SDI‐14,609;	 and	CA‐SDI‐14,610H).	 	 Such	measures,	which	would	
serve	 to	prohibit	access	 to	 these	resources,	may	 include	 fencing,	barricades,	or	 remote	monitoring	
devices.	 	 These	 devices	 shall	 be	 installed	 by	 the	 Applicant	 prior	 to	 disturbance	 in	 the	 area	 of	 the	
above	resources.	

In	 addition,	 the	 archaeologist	 and,	 if	 appropriate,	 the	Native	 American	monitor	 shall	 implement	 a	
monitoring	 program	 to	 the	 satisfaction	 of	 the	 County’s	 Director	 of	 Planning	 and	 Land	 Use.		
Concurrent	to	the	monitoring	of	grading	as	detailed	in	MM	4.11‐2,	the	monitor(s)	shall	identify	and	
evaluate	 whether	 adverse	 impacts	 (e.g.,	 erosion,	 looting,	 vandalism,	 etc.)	 have	 occurred	 at	 any	 of	
these	resources.	

In	the	event	that	monitoring	reveals	deteriorating	conditions	at	any	of	the	California	Register‐eligible	
cultural	resources,	the	County	archaeologist	shall	be	consulted	and	the	appropriate	site	preservation	
and/or	 data	 recovery	 efforts	 shall	 be	 implemented.	 	 Such	 efforts	 could	 include	 implementation	 of	
erosion	control	measures,	capping	of	the	affected	portion	of	the	site,	or	planting	of	native	vegetation.		
If	 the	 monitor(s)	 determine	 that	 deterioration	 has	 resulted	 from	 landfill	 operations,	 a	 change	 in	
operational	methods	may	be	required.	

 DF	 4.11‐4.	 	 Compliance	with	 Research	Requirements	 and	Research	Design	 for	 CA‐SDI‐745.		
Requires	that	the	Research	Requirements	and	Research	Design	for	CA‐SDI‐745,	included	in	Appendix	
N	of	 the	Final	EIR	 (see	Bissell	 2002),	 shall	 be	 followed.	 	 The	Applicant	 is	 also	 required	 to	pay	 the	
necessary	fees	for	permanent	curation	of	artifacts.		A	report	documenting	the	analysis	and	fieldwork	
results	shall	be	prepared	and	submitted	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	County’s	Director	of	Planning	and	
Land	Use.	

DF	4.11‐5.	 	Analysis	of	Materials	Collected	from	CA‐SDI‐14,611H.	 	Requires	a	complete	analysis	
of	materials	 collected	 from	CA‐SDI‐14,611H,	 the	Maggie	 Lovell	Homestead,	 to	 be	 conducted	under	
the	supervision	of	a	qualified	archaeologist.		These	artifacts	shall	be	processed	and	curated	according	
to	 current	 professional	 repository	 standards	 and	 shall	 be	 transferred,	 including	 title,	 to	 an	
appropriate	curation	facility	within	San	Diego	County.		The	applicant	shall	pay	the	necessary	fees	for	
permanent	curation.		A	report	documenting	the	analysis	results	shall	be	prepared	and	submitted	to	
the	 satisfaction	 of	 the	 County’s	 Director	 of	 Planning	 and	 Land	 Use	 prior	 to	 operation	 of	 the	
alternative.	

4.5.1.3.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	a	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.			

Impact	Statement	Gregory	CUL‐1:	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	an	option	to	
relocate	 approximately	3,200	 linear	 feet	of	 the	 First	 San	Diego	Aqueduct,	Pipelines	1	 and	2.	 	The	
pipelines	have	been	determined	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	under	Criterion	A	and	are	
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therefore	considered	a	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.		Therefore,	if	the	relocation	option	
were	implemented,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	
to	historical	resources.	 	However,	with	the	implementation	of	the	proposed	mitigation	measure,	the	
significant	adverse	effect	would	be	reduced	to	below	the	criterion.	

As	 discussed	 earlier,	 the	 First	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct,	 Pipelines	 1	 and	 2,	 have	 been	 determined	 eligible	 for	
listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register	 under	 Criterion	 A	 for	 local	 significance	 as	 the	 first	 water	 infrastructure	
project	 that	 provided	 a	 permanent	 water	 supply	 for	 San	 Diego	 County.	 	 The	 recommended	 period	 of	
significance	 is	 from	1945,	when	construction	began	on	 the	 first	barrel	of	 the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct,	 to	
1960,	when	 construction	was	 completed	 on	 the	 Second	 San	Diego	Aqueduct.	 	 The	 aqueduct	 has	 not	 been	
determined	 eligible	under	 the	 remaining	 criteria.	 	 The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	 include	 an	
option	to	relocate	approximately	3,200	linear	feet	of	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct,	Pipelines	1	and	2,	which	
traverse	the	ADI	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	site.	 	This	action	would	cause	the	“removal	of	the	
property	 from	 its	 historic	 location”	 which	 would	 be	 considered	 an	 adverse	 effect	 under	 36	 CFR	
800.5(a)(2)(iii)	(see	subsection	4.5.1.2.1	of	this	section	of	the	EIS).		Therefore,	if	the	relocation	option	were	
implemented,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	 in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	historical	
resources.	

Mitigation Measures 

MM	Gregory	CUL‐1.	 	Prepare	HAER	Documentation.	 	 If	 the	 aqueduct	 is	 relocated,	 the	Applicant	
shall	prepare	Historic	American	Engineering	Report	(HAER)	Level	II	report	to	completely	
document	the	entire	length	of	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct.		This	report	shall	follow	the	
same	guidelines	as	 a	HAER	Level	 II,	 but	 large‐format	photographs	 shall	 include	 surface	
structures	 such	 as	 the	 regulating	 reservoir,	 representative	 bifurcation	 structures,	 and	
similar	 structures.	 	 Original	 drawings	 would	 take	 precedence	 over	 photographic	
documentation	in	this	report,	given	that	the	resource	is	largely	an	underground	resource.		
The	documentation	shall	be	submitted	to	the	Library	of	Congress.			

MM	Gregory	CUL‐1	would	reduce	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	the	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	to	below	the	
criterion.			

Impact	Statement	Gregory	CUL‐2:	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	 result	 in	 increased	
human	 activity	 that	 may	 lead	 to	 unintentional	 disturbance	 (i.e.,	 indirect	 impacts)	 to	 National	
Register‐eligible	 archaeological	 resources	 (CA‐SDI‐683,	 ‐744/12,584,	 ‐12,585H,	 ‐14,609,	 and	 ‐
14,610H).	 	However,	with	 the	 implementation	 of	design	 features	 that	would	mitigate	 the	 indirect	
impacts,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	
regarding	indirect	impacts	to	CA‐SDI‐683,	‐744/12,584,	‐12,585H,	‐14,609,	and	‐14,610H.	

Resources	 CA‐SDI‐683,	 ‐744/12,584,	 ‐12,585H,	 ‐14,609,	 and	 ‐14,610H	 have	 been	 determined	 eligible	 for	
listing	 in	 the	National	Register	 under	Criterion	D.	 	 Because	 of	 their	 proximity	 to	 proposed	 improvements	
associated	 with	 SR	 76,	 potential	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 these	 resources	 could	 include	 erosion,	 public	 use,	
looting,	 vandalism,	 vibration,	 and	 air	 pollution.	 	 In	 particular,	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	may	 result	 in	 an	 increased	 human	presence	 in	 the	 areas	where	 these	 resources	 are	
mapped	which	increases	the	risk	of	vandalism	to	the	resources	from	the	public.		Moreover,	CA‐SDI‐683	and	
the	southern	boundary	of	the	CA‐SDI‐12,585H	are	located	on	a	steep	embankment	formed	by	the	SR	76	road	
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cut	 and	 are	 likely	 to	 be	 subjected	 to	 slumping	 that	 could	 be	 exacerbated	 by	 additional	 vehicle	 traffic.		
However,	design	features	mandated	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	include	the	preparation	
and	execution	of	a	MOA	and	the	implementation	of	avoidance	measures	for	these	resources.		Therefore,	the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 indirect	 effects	 to	 CA‐SDI‐683,	 ‐
744/12,584,	‐12,585H,	‐14,609,	and	‐14,610H.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	 the	 implementation	 of	 design	 features	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 that	
require	 the	 preparation	 and	 execution	 of	 a	 MOA	 and	 avoidance	 measures	 for	 California	 (and	 National)	
Register‐eligible	resources,	the	alternative	would	not	significantly	affect	CA‐SDI‐683,	‐744/12,584,	‐12,585H;	
‐14,609,	and	‐14,610H.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	CUL‐3:		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	no	impact	to	
the	 area	 where	 CA‐SDI‐745	 Locus	 A	 is	mapped	 due	 to	 extensive	 disturbance	 and	 previous	 data	
recovery	 investigations	 that	 have	 taken	 place	 at	 the	 locus.	 	The	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	
includes	 design	 features	 that	would	 adequately	mitigate	potential	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 the	 artifact	
collection	 recovered	 from	 CA‐SDI‐745	 Locus	 A.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	
would	not	result	in	significant	adverse	indirect	effects	to	CA‐SDI‐745.			

CA‐SDI‐745	Locus	A	has	been	determined	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	under	Criterion	D	since	
the	artifact	collection	that	was	recovered	from	previous	archaeological	excavation	investigations	at	the	locus	
has	the	potential	to	yield	information	important	to	our	understanding	of	prehistory	in	the	region.		Given	the	
extent	of	disturbance	and	the	data	recovery	excavations	that	have	already	taken	place	at	the	locus,	there	is	
minimal	 undisturbed	 prehistoric	 data	 remaining;	 therefore,	 excavations	 associated	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	
Preferred	Alternative	would	 result	 in	no	 impact	 to	 the	area	where	CA‐SDI‐745	Locus	A	 is	mapped.	 	 If	 the	
artifact	 collection	 for	 CA‐SDI‐745	 Locus	 A	 is	 neglected	 and	 not	 analyzed,	 interpreted,	 and	 curated	 in	
accordance	 with	 industry‐wide	 archaeological	 standards	 that	 would	 yield	 important	 information,	 the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 could	 result	 in	 an	 indirect	 impact	 to	 the	 resource.	 	 However,	 design	
features	mandated	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	include	the	preparation	and	execution	of	a	
MOA	and	the	implementation	of	a	research	design	that	includes	additional	fieldwork	at	the	resource	and	the	
analysis	 and	 interpretation	 of	 the	 artifact	 collection	 for	 CA‐SDI‐745.	 	 Additional	 measures	 regarding	 the	
appropriate	curation	of	the	artifact	collection	and	data/report	dissemination	would	be	detailed	in	the	MOA.		
Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	to	CA‐SDI‐745	associated	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
specifically	 the	 compliance	 with	 research	 requirements	 and	 the	 research	 design	 for	 CA‐SDI‐745,	 the	
alternative	would	not	significantly	impact	CA‐SDI‐745	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	CUL‐4:	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	could	result	in	a	significant	
adverse	effect	to	CA‐SDI‐14,607/H	(Higgins	Family	Cemetery).		However,	with	the	implementation	of	
design	features,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	
regarding	indirect	impacts	to	CA‐SDI‐14,607/H.			
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CA‐SDI‐14,607/H	has	been	determined	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	under	Criterion	D	because	
it	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 yield	 information	 important	 to	 our	 understanding	 of	 history	 in	 the	 region.	 	 The	
resource	 is	 also	 subject	 to	 requirements	 of	 the	 California	 Health	 and	 Safety	 Codes	 regarding	 abandoned	
cemeteries.	 	 Because	 it	 is	 located	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A,	 excavations	 associated	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 a	 potentially	 significant	 impact	 to	 the	 resource.	 	 However,	 design	
features	mandated	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	include	the	removal	and	reburial	of	CA‐
SDI‐14,607/H	in	a	nearby	active	cemetery.	 	Therefore,	adverse	effects	to	CA‐SDI‐14,607/H	associated	with	
the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
specifically	the	removal	and	reburial	of	CA‐SDI‐14,607/H	in	a	nearby	active	cemetery,	the	Alternative	would	
not	significantly	impact	CA‐SDI‐14,607/H	and	no	mitigation	measures	would	be	necessary.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	CUL‐5:	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	 impact	the	area	
where	 CA‐SDI‐14,611H	 is	 mapped	 due	 to	 extensive	 disturbance	 and	 previous	 data	 recovery	
investigations	 that	have	 taken	place	at	 the	 resource.	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	
result	in	an	indirect	impact	to	the	resource	if	the	artifact	collection	recovered	from	CA‐SDI‐14,611H	
is	 neglected	 and	 not	 analyzed,	 interpreted,	 and	 curated	 in	 accordance	 with	 industry‐wide	
archaeological	standards.		However,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	also	include	design	
features	 that	would	adequately	mitigate	 the	 indirect	 impacts.	 	Therefore,	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 regarding	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 CA‐SDI‐
14,611H.			

CA‐SDI‐14,611H	has	been	determined	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	under	Criterion	D	since	the	
artifact	collection	that	was	recovered	from	previous	archaeological	excavation	investigations	at	the	resource	
has	the	potential	to	yield	information	important	to	our	understanding	of	regional	history.		Given	the	extent	of	
disturbance	 and	 the	 data	 recovery	 excavations	 that	 have	 already	 taken	 place	 at	 the	 resource,	 there	 is	
minimal	 undisturbed	 historic	 data	 remaining;	 therefore,	 excavations	 associated	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	no	impact	to	the	area	where	CA‐SDI‐14,611H	is	mapped.		If	the	artifact	
collection	 CA‐SDI‐14,611H	 is	 neglected	 and	 not	 analyzed,	 interpreted,	 and	 curated	 in	 accordance	 with	
industry‐wide	 archaeological	 standards	 that	would	 yield	 important	 information,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	would	result	in	an	indirect	impact	to	the	resource.		However,	design	features	mandated	as	part	of	
the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 include	 the	 analysis	 of	 the	 artifact	 collection	 for	 CA‐SDI‐14,611H.		
Therefore,	 impacts	 to	CA‐SDI‐14,611H	associated	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	be	 less	
than	significant.			

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
specifically	the	analysis	of	archaeological	material	collected	from	CA‐SDI‐14,611H,	the	alternative	would	not	
significantly	impact	CA‐SDI‐14,611H	and	no	mitigation	measures	would	be	necessary.	
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Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	an	unknown	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	CUL‐6:	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	could	result	in	a	significant	
adverse	effect	 to	previously	unknown	 subsurface	archaeological	deposits	associated	with	 the	F.W.		
Bryant	 Homestead;	 however,	 design	 features	 of	 the	 alternative	 would	 adequately	 mitigate	 the	
impacts.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

If	 subsurface	 archaeological	 deposits	 are	 present	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 former	 location	 of	 the	 F.W.	 Bryant	
Homestead	 (the	 homestead	 is	 no	 longer	 extant),	 these	 deposits	may	 be	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	National	
Register	under	Criterion	D	 for	 their	potential	 to	 contain	 information	 that	 could	answer	 scientifically	 valid	
research	questions	on	the	 lifestyles	of	pioneer	 farmers	 in	San	Diego	County	during	the	 late	19th	and	early	
20th	centuries.		No	physical	evidence	(i.e.,	artifact	scatter,	foundation)	has	been	identified	on	the	surface	in	
the	area	where	the	homestead	was	mapped.	 	A	suspected	location	 for	the	homestead	has	been	extensively	
disturbed	 by	 construction	 of	 an	 aqueduct	 and	 an	 associated	 service	 road.	 	 However,	 the	 potential	 to	
encounter	archaeological	deposits	associated	with	the	F.W.		Bryant	Homestead	during	excavation	activities	
in	undisturbed	soils	associated	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 is	considered	high.	 	Thus,	where	
construction	excavations	are	planned	in	undisturbed	soils	 in	the	vicinity	of	 the	 former	 location	of	 the	F.W.	
Bryant	Homestead,	impacts	to	subsurface	archaeological	deposits	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect.		
However,	design	features	mandated	as	part	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	include	a	monitoring	and	
data	 recovery	program	 to	mitigate	potential	 impacts	 to	previously	undiscovered	archaeological	 resources,	
and	 the	 preparation	 and	 execution	 of	 a	 MOA.	 	 Therefore,	 no	 adverse	 effects	 to	 previously	 unknown	
subsurface	archaeological	deposits	associated	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
specifically	the	preparation	and	implementation	of	an	archaeological	monitoring	and	data	recovery	program,	
the	 alternative	 would	 not	 significantly	 impact	 previously	 unknown	 buried	 resources.	 	 No	 mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	CUL‐7:		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	could	result	in	a	potentially	
significant	 impact	 to	 previously	 unknown	 buried	 resources,	 however,	 design	 features	 of	 the	
alternative	would	adequately	mitigate	the	 impacts.	 	Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	
occur.	

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 is	 located	 in	 close	 proximity	 to	 a	 fresh	water	 source	 (San	 Luis	 Rey	
River)	that	was	likely	exploited	by	former	inhabitants	for	water,	and	the	floral	and	faunal	communities	that	it	
attracted.		This	is	proven	by	the	identification	of	many	historical	and	archaeological	resources	along	San	Luis	
Rey	River	in	addition	to	the	historical	and	archaeological	resources	that	have	been	identified	within	the	APE	
and	 ADI	 of	 the	 site.	 	 The	 close	 proximity	 to	 a	 fresh	water	 source	 (such	 as	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River)	 likely	
provided	 consistent	 and	 plentiful	 resources	 to	 exploit	 that	 would	 have	 permitted	 more	 long‐term	 or	
permanent	habitation	as	opposed	to	limited,	isolated,	and/or	temporary	activities.		Given	these	findings,	the	
potential	to	encounter	previously	unknown	buried	historical	and	archaeological	resources	during	excavation	
activities	in	undisturbed	soils	associated	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	considered	high.		Thus,	
where	 construction	 excavations	 are	 planned	 in	undisturbed	 soils,	 impacts	 to	historical	 and	 archaeological	
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resources	would	be	potentially	 significant.	 	However,	 design	 features	mandated	 as	part	 of	 the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	include	the	preparation	and	implementation	of	an	archaeological	monitoring	program.		
Therefore,	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 previously	 unknown	 buried	 resources	 associated	 with	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

With	the	implementation	of	design	features	that	are	incorporated	into	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	
specifically	the	preparation	and	implementation	of	an	archaeological	monitoring	and	data	recovery	program,	
the	 alternative	 would	 not	 significantly	 impact	 previously	 unknown	 buried	 resources.	 	 No	 mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	CUL‐8:		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	no	impact	to	
the	Lucio	dairy,	CA‐SDI‐786,	‐14,585,	‐14,608,	‐19,943,	P‐37‐016165,	‐030856,	‐030857,	016051,	and	
the	Welty‐Higgins	Homestead	because	these	resources	have	been	determined	ineligible	for	listing	in	
the	 National	 Register.	 	 Therefore,	 these	 resources	 are	 not	 considered	 historic	 properties	 and	 no	
impact	would	occur.			

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 no	 impact	 to	 these	 historical	 and	 archaeological	
resources	since	 they	have	been	determined	 ineligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	National	Register.	 	Therefore,	 these	
resources	are	not	considered	historic	properties	and	no	impacts	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	impacts	associated	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	occur	to	the	Lucio	dairy,	CA‐SDI‐786,	
‐14,585,	‐14,608,	‐19,943,	P‐37‐016165,	‐030856,	‐030857,	016051,	and	the	Welty‐Higgins	Homestead.		No	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	CUL‐9:		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	result	in	no	impact	to	
CA‐SDI‐773,	‐4502.		‐4503,	‐4910,	‐8871,	‐12,208,	‐12,582,	‐12,583,	‐13,004,	‐13,005,	‐13,006,	‐13,007,	
‐13,766,	 ‐13,767,	 ‐13,787,	 ‐13,769,	 ‐17,759,	 and	P‐37‐027910	because	 these	 resources	 are	 located	
outside	of	the	Direct	APE	and	ADI	of	the	alternative	site.			

CA‐SDI‐773,	 ‐4502,	 ‐4503,	 ‐4910,	 ‐8871,	 ‐12,208,	 ‐12,582,	 ‐12,583,	 ‐13,004,	 ‐13,005,	 ‐13,006,	 ‐13,007,	 ‐
13,766,	 ‐13,767,	 ‐13,787,	 ‐13,769,	 ‐17,759,	 and	P‐37‐027910	 are	 described	 as	 prehistoric	 bedrock	milling	
stations,	prehistoric	ceramic	scatters,	historic‐period	 trash	scatters,	a	historic‐period	cabin,	and	a	historic‐
period	residence.		These	resources	include	features	and	artifacts	on	the	surface	which	are	very	often	markers	
of	subsurface	features	and	artifacts	that	are	usually	much	more	abundant	than	those	on	the	surface.		These	
subsurface	features	and	artifacts	have	the	potential	to	yield	information	important	to	the	study	of	history	or	
prehistory	and	have	therefore	been	determined	eligible	under	Criterion	D	of	the	National	Register.		However,	
all	of	 these	resources	are	 located	outside	of	 the	Direct	APE	and	ADI;	 therefore,	 they	would	not	be	directly	
impacted	by	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.			
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Mitigation Measures 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	impact	CA‐SDI‐773,	‐4502.		‐4503,	‐4910,	‐8871,	‐12,208,	‐
12,582,	 ‐12,583,	 ‐13,004,	 ‐13,005,	 ‐13,006,	 ‐13,007,	 ‐13,766,	 ‐13,767,	 ‐13,787,	 ‐13,769,	 ‐17,759,	 and	P‐37‐
027910.		No	mitigation	measures	would	are	proposed.	

4.5.1.4  NO FEDERAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.1.4.1  Affected Environment  

Area of Potential Effects 

The	USACE	has	determined	that	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	is	not	an	undertaking	pursuant	to	Section	
106	of	the	NHPA,	therefore,	an	APE	was	not	established	for	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative.		For	purposes	
of	this	EIS,	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	Site	is	assumed	to	encompass	the	same	1,770‐acre	property	as	
the	 Direct	 APE	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative.	 	 The	 alternative	 site	 would	 include	 a	 218‐acre	
habitat	 restoration	plan	 area	 and	 a	1,534‐acre	 conservation	bank	 area.	 	 The	proposed	habitat	 restoration	
area	would	include	future	biological	restoration	activities	including	removal	of	invasive	or	non‐native	plant	
species	and	may	include	limited	grading	and	clearing	activities.		The	proposed	conservation	bank	area	would	
not	include	future	ground‐disturbing	activities	as	it	would	be	designated	as	open	space.			

Environmental Setting 

The	 environmental	 setting	 of	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alterative	 would	 be	 the	 same	 as	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative,	as	discussed	earlier	in	subsection	4.5.1.3,	above.		

Historic Period Themes and Periods of Significance 

Site	specific	historic	period	themes	and	periods	of	significance	of	the	No	Federal	Action	Alterative	would	be	
the	same	as	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	as	discussed	earlier	in	subsection	4.5.1.3,	above.	

Historical and Archaeological Resources Identified Within the No Federal Action Alternative Site 

The	records	search	through	the	SCIC	and	the	current	cultural	resource	investigations	(see	Cook	et	al.	2012)	
revealed	that	20	historical	and	archaeological	resources	are	located	within	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
site.	 	 These	 resources	 include	 six	 resources	 (CA‐SDI‐745,	 CA‐SDI‐14585,	 P‐37‐016165,	 P‐37‐030856,	 the	
Lucio	Dairy,	and	the	San	Diego	Aqueduct)	 that	are	 located	with	 the	218‐acre	habitat	restoration	plan	area	
and	 14	 resources	 (CA‐SDI‐683,	 ‐744,	 ‐786,	 ‐12,584,	 ‐12,585,	 ‐14,607,	 ‐14,608,	 ‐14,609,	 14,610,	 ‐14,611,	 ‐
19,943,	P‐37‐030857,	 the	F.	 	W.	 	Bryant	Homestead,	 and	 the	Welty‐Higgins	Homestead)	within	 the	1,534‐
acre	 conservation	 bank	 area.	 	 All	 of	 these	 resources	 are	 discussed	 in	 detail	 in	 subsection	 4.5.1.3.1	 of	 this	
section	of	the	EIS.			

4.5.1.4.2  Design Features 

No	design	features	for	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	are	associated	with	cultural	resources.			
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4.5.1.4.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	substantial	adverse	change	in	the	significance	of	a	historical	or	archaeological	resources	as	defined	
in	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA)	Guidelines	Section	15064.5.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	CUL‐1:	 	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	 result	 in	no	
direct	 impact	 to	 the	 area	where	CA‐SDI‐745	 Locus	A	 is	mapped	due	 to	 extensive	disturbance	 and	
previous	data	recovery	 investigations	 that	have	 taken	place	at	 the	 locus.	 	However,	 the	No	Federal	
Action	Alternative	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	indirect	impact	to	CA‐SDI‐745	Locus	A.		With	
the	incorporation	of	mitigation,	the	impact	would	be	reduced	to	below	the	criterion.	

CA‐SDI‐745	Locus	A	has	been	determined	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	under	Criterion	D	and	is	
therefore	 eligible	 under	 Criterion	 4	 of	 the	 California	 Register	 of	 Historical	 Resources	 since	 the	 artifact	
collection	 that	was	 recovered	 from	 previous	 archaeological	 excavation	 investigations	 at	 the	 locus	 has	 the	
potential	to	yield	information	important	to	our	understanding	of	prehistory	in	the	region.		Given	the	extent	
of	disturbance	and	the	data	recovery	excavations	that	have	already	taken	place	at	the	locus,	there	is	minimal	
undisturbed	prehistoric	data	remaining;	therefore,	any	excavations	or	any	other	ground‐disturbing	activity	
associated	with	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	result	in	no	direct	impact	to	the	area	where	CA‐SDI‐
745	 Locus	 A	 is	mapped.	 	 However,	 if	 the	 artifact	 collection	 for	 CA‐SDI‐745	 Locus	 A	 is	 neglected	 and	 not	
analyzed,	 interpreted,	 and	 curated	 in	 accordance	with	 industry‐wide	 archaeological	 standards	 that	would	
yield	 important	 information,	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 could	 result	 in	 an	 indirect	 impact	 to	 the	
resource.		Implementation	of	MM	No	Federal	Action	CUL‐1	would	ensure	that	no	significant	adverse	indirect	
impacts	to	CA‐SDI‐745	Locus	A	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

MM	No	Federal	Action	CUL‐1.		Compliance	with	Research	Requirements	for	CA‐SDI‐745	Locus	
A	 in	 Bissell	 (2002).	 	 The	 Applicant	 shall	 comply	 with	 the	 requirements	 detailed	 in	
Research	 Requirements	 and	 Research	 Design	 for	 CA‐SDI‐745,	 by	 Ronald	 M.	 Bissell	 (see	
Bissell	2002).		This	document	provides	the	requirements	for	the	analysis,	interpretation,	
and	curation	of	archaeological	material	already	recovered	from	CA‐SDI‐745	Locus	A	from	
previous	 cultural	 resource	 investigations	 at	 the	 resource.	 	 Included	 therein	 is	 the	
requirement	 for	artifacts	to	be	processed	and	curated	according	to	current	professional	
repository	 standards	and	 transferred,	 including	 title,	 to	 an	appropriate	 curation	 facility	
within	 San	Diego	 County.	 	 The	Applicant	 is	 also	 required	 to	 pay	 the	 necessary	 fees	 for	
permanent	curation.		A	report	documenting	the	analysis	shall	be	prepared	and	submitted	
to	the	satisfaction	of	the	lead	agency.		

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	CUL‐2:	 	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	 result	 in	no	
impact	to	the	Lucio	Dairy,	CA‐SDI‐745	(Locus	B	through	F	only),	‐786,	‐14,585,	‐14,608,	‐19,943,	P‐37‐
016165,	 ‐030856,	 ‐030857,	 and	 the	Welty‐Higgins	Homestead	because	 these	 resources	have	 been	
determined	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	and	are	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	California	
Register	of	Historical	Resources.		Therefore,	these	resources	are	not	considered	historical	resources	
or	 unique	 archaeological	 resources	 under	 State	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	15064.5	 and	
Section	21083.2	of	the	Public	Resources	Code,	respectively,	and	no	impact	would	occur.			
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The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	result	in	no	impact	to	these	historical	and	archaeological	resources	
since	 they	 are	 not	 considered	 historical	 resources	 or	 unique	 archaeological	 resources	 under	 State	 CEQA	
Guidelines	Section	15064.5	and	Section	21083.2	of	 the	Public	Resources	Code,	 respectively.	 	Therefore,	no	
impacts	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	 impacts	associated	with	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	occur	 to	 the	Lucio	dairy,	CA‐SDI‐745	
(Locus	B	through	F	only),	 ‐786,	 ‐14,585,	 ‐14,608,	 ‐19,943,	P‐37‐016165,	 ‐030856,	 ‐030857,	and	the	Welty‐
Higgins	Homestead.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	No	Acton	CUL‐3:	 	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	result	 in	no	 impact	to	
CA‐SDI‐683,	 ‐744,	 ‐12,584,	 ‐12,585,	 ‐14,607,	 ‐14,609,	 ‐14,610,	 ‐14,611,	 the	F.	W.	Bryant	Homestead,	
and	the	San	Diego	Aqueduct	because	these	resources	are	located	outside	of	the	area	where	ground‐
disturbing	activities	would	take	place.			

CA‐SDI‐683,	‐744,	‐12,584,	‐12,585,	‐14,607,	‐14,609,	‐14,610,	‐14,611,	the	F.	W.	Bryant	Homestead,	and	the	
San	 Diego	 Aqueduct	 are	 described	 as	 prehistoric	 bedrock	 milling	 stations,	 prehistoric	 artifact	 scatters,	 a	
historic‐period	 cemetery,	 historic‐period	 homesteads,	 and	 a	 historic‐period	 aqueduct.	 	 These	 resources	
include	 features	 and	 artifacts	 on	 the	 surface	 which	 are	 very	 often	 markers	 of	 subsurface	 features	 and	
artifacts	 that	 are	 usually	much	more	 abundant	 than	 those	 on	 the	 surface.	 	 These	 subsurface	 features	 and	
artifacts	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 yield	 information	 important	 to	 the	 study	 of	 history	 or	 prehistory	 and	have	
therefore	been	determined	eligible	under	Criterion	D	of	 the	National	Register	 (and,	 therefore,	determined	
eligible	under	Criterion	4	of	 the	California	Register	of	Historical	Resources).	 	 In	 the	 case	of	 the	San	Diego	
Aqueduct,	Pipelines	1	and	2	have	been	determined	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	under	Criterion	
A	for	local	significance	(and,	therefore,	are	determined	eligible	under	Criterion	1	of	the	California	Register)	
as	the	first	water	infrastructure	project	that	provided	a	permanent	water	supply	for	San	Diego	County.		The	
recommended	period	of	significance	is	 from	1945,	when	construction	began	on	the	first	barrel	of	 the	First	
San	 Diego	 Aqueduct,	 to	 1960,	 when	 construction	 was	 completed	 on	 the	 Second	 San	 Diego	 Aqueduct.		
However,	all	of	these	resources	(including	the	aqueduct	which	is	located	underground)	are	located	outside	of	
the	area	where	ground‐disturbing	activities	would	take	place.		Therefore,	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
would	result	in	no	substantial	adverse	change	to	these	resources.			

Mitigation Measures 

Since	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 would	 not	 impact	 CA‐SDI‐683,	 ‐744,	 ‐12,584,	 ‐12,585,	 ‐14,607,	 ‐
14,609,	‐14,610,	‐14,611,	the	F.	W.	Bryant	Homestead,	and	the	San	Diego	Aqueduct,	no	mitigation	measures	
would	be	necessary.	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	substantial	adverse	change	in	the	significance	of	a	historical	or	archaeological	resources	as	defined	
in	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15064.5.	

Impact	 Statement	 No	 Federal	 Action	 CUL‐4:	 	 The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	would	 generally	
maintain	 the	existing	 conditions	of	 the	 site	and	 the	 landfill	 construction	and	operation	would	not	
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occur.		However,	implementation	of	the	habitat	restoration	plan,	which	would	result	in	some	ground	
disturbance	 in	areas	 that	are	designated	and	 restored,	could	result	 in	adverse	effects	 to	unknown	
National	 Register‐eligible	 and	 California	 Register‐eligible	 cultural	 resources	 that	 may	 be	
encountered	during	the	ground‐disturbing	activities.	

The	 site	 would	 remain	 generally	 in	 its	 existing	 condition,	 landfill	 construction	 and	 operation	 would	 not	
occur,	and	the	MMRP	would	not	be	 implemented.	 	The	existing	structures	on	the	site,	some	of	which	have	
historical	 significance,	 would	 remain.	 	 However,	 no	maintenance	would	 be	 undertaken	 to	 restore	 and/or	
maintain	 the	 structures.	 	Under	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	 the	preparation	or	 execution	 of	 a	MOA	
would	also	not	be	necessary.	 	The	implementation	of	a	218‐acre	habitat	restoration	plan	on	the	site	would	
result	 in	 some	 ground‐disturbing	 activities	 (i.e.,	 grading	 and	 clearing)	 associated	 with	 the	 removal	 of	
invasive	 or	 non‐native	 plant	 species	 and	 subsequent	 planting	 and	maturation	 of	 native	 plants.	 	 Given	 the	
identification	of	numerous	cultural	resources	within	the	alternative	site	and	within	a	one‐mile	radius,	buried	
and	undiscovered	National	Register‐eligible	 and	California	Register‐eligible	 cultural	 resources	 still	may	be	
present	 throughout	 the	 site.	 	Thus,	potential	 impacts	 to	historical	or	archaeological	 resources	 could	occur	
under	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative.	 	 Implementation	 of	MM	No	 Federal	Action	 CUL‐2,	 ‐3,	 ‐4,	 and	 ‐5,		
would	ensure	 that	potential	 significant	adverse	effects	 to	unknown	cultural	 resources	encountered	during	
ground‐disturbing	activities	would	be	reduced	to	a	less	than	significant	level.	

Mitigation Measures 

MM	 No	 Federal	 Action	 CUL‐2.	 	 Archaeological	 and	 Native	 American	 Monitoring	 During	
Construction.	 	 An	 archaeologist	 meeting	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	 Professional	
Qualification	 Standards	 (the	 “Archaeologist”)	 and	 a	 Native	 American	 monitor	 shall	 be	
retained	 by	 the	 applicant	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 lead	 federal	 agency.	 	 The	Archaeologist	
shall	 supervise	 a	qualified	 archaeological	monitor	who	 shall	 be	present,	 along	with	 the	
Native	 American	 monitor,	 during	 construction	 excavations	 that	 include	 grading,	
trenching	 grubbing,	 or	 any	 other	 construction	 excavation	 activity	 associated	 with	
implementation	of	the	conservation	bank.		

MM	No	Federal	Action	CUL‐3.		Cease	Ground‐Disturbing	Activities	and	Determine	Appropriate	
Treatment	 if	 Archeological	 Resources	 are	 Encountered.	 	 In	 the	 event	 that	
archaeological	 resources	 are	 unearthed	 during	 ground‐disturbing	 activities,	 the	
archaeological	 monitor	 shall	 be	 empowered	 to	 halt	 or	 redirect	 ground‐disturbing	
activities	away	from	the	vicinity	of	the	find	so	that	the	find	can	be	evaluated.		Work	shall	
be	 allowed	 to	 continue	 outside	 of	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 find.	 	 All	 archaeological	 resources	
unearthed	 by	 construction	 activities	 shall	 be	 evaluated	 by	 the	 archaeologist.	 	 The	
applicant	 shall	 coordinate	 with	 the	 archaeologist,	 the	 lead	 agency,	 and	 the	 Native	
American	 representative	 to	 develop	 an	 appropriate	 treatment	 plan	 for	 the	 resources.		
Treatment	may	 include	 implementation	 of	 archaeological	 data	 recovery	 excavations	 to	
remove	 the	resource	or	preservation	 in	place.	 	The	 landowner,	 in	consultation	with	 the	
archaeologist,	 the	 lead	 agency,	 and	 the	Native	 American	 representative	 shall	 designate	
repositories	in	the	event	that	archaeological	material	is	recovered.	

MM	 No	 Federal	 Action	 CUL‐4.	 	 Cease	 Ground‐Disturbing	 Activities	 and	 Report	 if	 Human	
Remains	 are	 Encountered.	 	 If	 human	 remains	 are	 encountered	 unexpectedly	 during	
implementation	 of	 the	 conservation	 bank,	 State	Health	 and	 Safety	 Code	 Section	 7050.5	
requires	 that	no	 further	disturbance	shall	occur	until	 the	County	Coroner	has	made	the	
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necessary	 findings	as	 to	origin	and	disposition	pursuant	 to	PRC	Section	5097.98.	 	 If	 the	
remains	are	determined	 to	be	of	Native	American	descent,	 the	 coroner	has	24	hours	 to	
notify	the	Native	American	Heritage	Commission	(NAHC).	 	The	NAHC	shall	then	identify	
the	person(s)	thought	to	be	the	Most	Likely	Descendent	(MLD).		The	MLD	may,	with	the	
permission	of	the	land	owner,	or	his	or	her	authorized	representative,	inspect	the	site	of	
the	discovery	of	the	Native	American	remains	and	may	recommend	to	the	owner	or	the	
person	 responsible	 for	 the	 excavation	 work	 means	 for	 treating	 or	 disposing,	 with	
appropriate	 dignity,	 the	 human	 remains	 and	 any	 associated	 grave	 goods.	 	 The	
descendants	shall	 complete	 their	 inspection	and	make	 their	recommendation	within	48	
hours	 of	 being	 granted	 access	 by	 the	 landowner	 to	 inspect	 the	 discovery.	 	 The	
recommendation	 may	 include	 the	 scientific	 removal	 and	 nondestructive	 analysis	 of	
human	remains	and	items	associated	with	Native	American	burials.	 	Upon	the	discovery	
of	the	Native	American	remains,	the	landowner	shall	ensure	that	the	immediate	vicinity,	
according	to	generally	accepted	cultural	or	archaeological	standards	or	practices,	where	
the	Native	American	human	remains	are	located,	is	not	damaged	or	disturbed	by	further	
development	activity	until	 the	 landowner	has	discussed	and	conferred,	as	prescribed	 in	
this	Mitigation	Measure,	with	 the	MLD	 regarding	 their	 recommendations,	 if	 applicable,	
taking	 into	 account	 the	 possibility	 of	 multiple	 human	 remains.	 	 The	 landowner	 shall	
discuss	 and	 confer	 with	 the	 descendants	 all	 reasonable	 options	 regarding	 the	
descendants'	preferences	for	treatment.	

	 Whenever	 the	NAHC	 is	unable	 to	 identify	 a	MLD,	 or	 the	MLD	 identified	 fails	 to	make	 a	
recommendation,	 or	 the	 landowner	 or	 his	 or	 her	 authorized	 representative	 rejects	 the	
recommendation	of	the	descendants	and	the	mediation	provided	for	in	Subdivision	(k)	of	
Section	5097.94,	 if	 invoked,	 fails	 to	provide	measures	 acceptable	 to	 the	 landowner,	 the	
landowner	 or	 his	 or	 her	 authorized	 representative	 shall	 inter	 the	 human	 remains	 and	
items	associated	with	Native	American	human	remains	with	appropriate	dignity	on	 the	
property	in	a	location	not	subject	to	further	and	future	subsurface	disturbance.			

MM	No	Federal	Action	CULT‐5:	 	Prepare	Monitoring	Report.	 	The	 archaeological	monitor	 shall	
prepare	a	final	report	at	the	conclusion	of	archaeological	monitoring.		The	report	shall	be	
submitted	by	the	Applicant	to	the	lead	agency,	the	South	Central	Information	Center,	and	
representatives	 of	 other	 appropriate	 or	 concerned	 agencies	 to	 signify	 the	 satisfactory	
completion	of	 the	project	and	required	mitigation	measures.	 	The	report	shall	 include	a	
description	of	resources	unearthed,	if	any,	treatment	of	the	resources,	and	evaluation	of	
the	 resources	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 California	 Register	 of	 Historical	 Resources	 and	 the	
National	Register	of	Historic	Places.		

4.5.1.5  ASPEN ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.1.5.1  Affected Environment  

Area of Potential Effects 

An	APE	was	not	established	for	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative.		For	purposes	of	this	EIS,	the	APE	is	assumed	to	
encompass	the	approximately	456‐acre	alternative	site.11			

																																																													
11		 If	an	APE	 is	established	 in	 the	 future	 that	extends	beyond	 the	alternative	site,	 then	additional	cultural	resources	analyses	may	be	

warranted.						
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Environmental Setting 

The	approximately	456‐acre	Aspen	Road	Alternative	is	located	east	of	the	Santa	Margarita	River,	west	of	the	
community	 of	 Rainbow,	 and	 northeast	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Fallbrook.	 	 It	 lies	 within	 the	 foothills	 geomorphic	
province	of	western	San	Diego	County	and	consists	of	rugged	terrain	astride	an	unnamed	northern	tributary	
of	Rainbow	Creek.	 	Elevations	within	 the	alternative	 range	between	about	274	and	427	m	(900‐1,400	 ft.).		
Geologically,	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	is	underlain	by	Mesozoic	basic	intrusive	rocks.		Such	gabbro	would	
potentially	 have	 provided	 some	 materials	 for	 prehistoric	 milling	 features	 or	 tools	 (Laylander	 and	 Pham	
2012).	

The	climate	in	the	project	vicinity	is	classified	as	Mediterranean	hot	summer.		The	mean	January	minimum	
daily	temperature	is	about	5°C,	and	the	mean	July	maximum	daily	temperature	is	approximately	29°C.		The	
annual	precipitation	averages	about	40	cm,	falling	primarily	in	the	winter	and	early	spring.		Rainbow	Creek	
drains	west	into	the	Santa	Margarita	River,	one	of	the	San	Diego	region’s	larger	drainages,	below	Temecula	
Canyon.		The	Santa	Margarita	River	enters	the	Pacific	Ocean	in	Camp	Pendleton,	about	29	km	southwest	of	
the	alternative	site	(Ibid.).	

The	natural	vegetation	zone	for	the	site	is	chaparral.		Riparian	taxa	are	present	on	the	floor	of	the	canyon.		In	
limited	areas,	the	natural	vegetation	has	been	displaced	as	a	result	of	the	construction	of	dirt	roads	(Ibid.).	

Historic Period Themes and Periods of Significance 

Site	specific	historic	period	themes	and	periods	of	significance	have	not	been	established	for	this	alternative	
since	no	site‐specific	archival	research	such	as	review	of	newspaper	articles,	county	tax	records,	historical	
photographs,	 oral	 history	 collections,	 and	 other	 published	 sources	was	 conducted	 to	 further	 research	 the	
historical	 significance	 of	 the	 site.	 	 However,	 the	more	 general	 cultural	 setting	 discussion	 provided	 in	 the	
analysis	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	also	applies	to	this	alternative	site.	

Historical and Archaeological Resources Identified Within the Aspen Road Alternative Site 

The	 records	 search	 through	 the	 SCIC	 revealed	 that	 six	 previous	 cultural	 resource	 reports	 had	 addressed	
portions	 of	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 site.	 	 Collectively,	 these	 studies	 have	 addressed	 approximately	 80	
percent	of	 the	alternative’s	 site	 area.	 	An	additional	 ethnographic	 study	of	Native	American	 concerns	was	
also	identified	(see	Shipek	and	Elling	1990).	

The	 records	 search	 also	 revealed	 that	 eight	 cultural	 resources	 were	 located	 within	 the	 Aspen	 Road	
Alternative	site	or	within	a	one‐mile	radius.		Prehistoric	archaeological	sites	account	for	five	of	the	resources,	
and	 one	 is	 an	 isolated	 prehistoric	 artifact.	 	 Two	 are	 historic‐period	 archaeological	 sites.	 	 Three	 of	 the	
resources	 have	 been	 proposed	 as	 not	 requiring	 further	 consideration,	while	 the	 remaining	 five	 resources	
have	not	been	evaluated.		Of	these,	two	resources	(CA‐SDI‐11,151H	and	P‐37‐023794)	are	located	within	the	
site	and	are	described	in	detail	below.			

CA‐SDI‐11,151H 

CA‐SDI‐11,151H	 was	 recorded	 in	 1989	 and	 is	 described	 as	 a	 historic‐period	 archaeological	 site	 that	 is	
approximately	140	x	140	m	in	size.		The	resource	is	described	as	the	remains	of	an	early	farmstead	(occupied	
circa	1910	–	1930)	that	includes	several	cleared	fields	with	associated	rock	piles,	a	small	olive	orchard,	and	
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eucalyptus	 trees	 that	 are	 associated	 with	 what	 may	 have	 been	 a	 dam	 or	 holding	 pond.	 	 At	 the	 time	 of	
recordation,	the	cleared	fields	were	overgrown	with	non‐native	grasses	and	black	sage	vegetation.		The	only	
material	remains	observed	were	five	tin	cans	with	hand	soldered	seams	and	a	23‐cm	long	fragment	of	a	12‐
cm	diameter	metal	pipe	with	non‐uniform	punctured	holes.	 	No	 structural	 remains	were	observed	during	
recordation,	but	it	was	noted	that	dense	vegetation	covered	much	of	the	area	(Laylander	and	Pham	2012).	

According	 to	Schaefer,	 survey	and	 recordation	of	 the	 site	has	exhausted	 the	 resource’s	 research	potential.		
Therefore,	it	appears	that	CA‐SDI‐11,151H	is	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	(Ibid.).			

P‐37‐023794 

P‐37‐023794	was	 recorded	 in	 2001	 and	 is	 described	 as	 an	 isolated	 prehistoric	 cobble‐based	 slab	metate.		
Given	 the	 unlikelihood	 for	 isolate	 resource	 to	 retain	 additional	 buried	 components	 that	 would	 yield	
information	important	to	the	study	of	history	or	prehistory,	P‐37‐023794	is	recommended	as		ineligible	for	
listing	in	the	National	Register.	

4.5.1.5.2  Design Features 

No	design	features	for	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	are	associated	with	cultural	resources.	

4.5.1.5.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	a	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.			

Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 CUL‐1:	 	 The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 have	 no	 impact	 on	 CA‐SDI‐
11,151H	and	P‐37‐02794	because	these	resources	are	considered	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	
Register.		As	these	resources	are	not	considered	historic	properties,	no	impact	would	occur.			

CA‐SDI‐11,151H	and	P‐37‐02794	are	recommended	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register;	therefore,	
these	resources	are	not	considered	historic	properties	and	no	impacts	would	occur.			

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	an	unknown	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.	

Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 CUL‐2:	 	 The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	may	 result	 in	 impacts	 to	 unknown	
National	 Register‐eligible	 cultural	 resources	 including	 both	 undiscovered	 resources	 in	 the	
unsurveyed	portion	of	 the	APE,	and	buried	and	undiscovered	resources	 throughout	 the	APE.	 	With	
the	incorporation	of	mitigation	measures	no	significant	adverse	effect	would	occur.	

Since	previous	 investigations	have	analyzed	approximately	80	percent	of	 the	approximately	456‐acre	site,	
there	 may	 be	 previously	 unknown	 historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources	 in	 the	 remaining	 unanalyzed	
areas.	 	 Implementation	of	MM	Aspen	CUL‐1	would	ensure	that	additional	cultural	resources	 investigations	
occur	 in	order	 to	 identify	and	evaluate	previously	unknown	historical	and	archaeological	 resources	 in	 the	
unanalyzed	 areas	 of	 the	 alternative	 site.	 	 Given	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 unsurveyed	 terrain	 and	 the	 pattern	 of	
resource	 distributions	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 alternative	 site,	 the	 probability	 that	National	 Register‐eligible	
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resources	are	present	within	the	unsurveyed	portion	of	the	alternative	site	appears	to	be	low.		Additionally,	
as	 it	 is	 known	 that	 the	 area	 was	 occupied	 by	 people	 in	 prehistory,	 buried	 and	 undiscovered	 National	
Register‐eligible	cultural	resources	may	be	present	throughout	the	APE.			

Mitigation Measures 

MM	Aspen	CUL‐1.	 	Conduct	Additional	Cultural	Resources	Investigations	to	Show	Compliance	
with	Section	106.		The	lead	federal	agency	shall	comply	with	Section	106.		At	a	minimum,	
the	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 conduct	 a	 Phase	 I	 Cultural	 Resources	 Assessment	 of	 the	
remaining	unanalyzed	areas	of	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	to	identify	any	historical	
and	 archaeological	 resources.	 	 The	 Phase	 I	 assessment	 shall	 include	 cultural	 resources	
records	 searches	 through	 the	 South	 Coastal	 Information	 Center	 (as	 needed),	 a	 Sacred	
Lands	 File	 search	 through	 the	 NAHC	 and	 follow‐up	 Native	 American	 consultation,	
archival	research,	and	a	pedestrian	survey	of	the	alternative	site.		Additional	studies	may	
also	be	 required	 to	update	previous	 cultural	 resources	 investigations	 at	 the	 alternative	
site	and	to	evaluate	resources	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.	

MM	 Aspen	 CUL‐2.	 	 Prepare	 MOA	 if	 Undertaking	Will	 Cause	 an	 Adverse	 Effect	 to	 Historic	
Properties.	 	 If	 the	undertaking	will	have	an	adverse	effect	 to	National	Register‐eligible	
cultural	resources	that	are	present	within	the	APE,	the	lead	federal	agency	shall	develop	
and	execute	an	MOA	with	the	SHPO	and	other	interested	parties	that	details	the	measures	
to	 avoid,	 reduce,	 or	mitigate	 adverse	 effects	 to	 historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources	
determined	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register.	 	 As	 part	 of	 the	 MOA,	 the	 lead	
federal	 agency	 shall	 prepare	 and	 implement	 a	Historic	 Property	 Treatment	 Plan	which	
incorporates	 specific	 measures	 for	 the	 treatment	 of	 National	 Register‐eligible	 cultural	
resources.	

MM	 Aspen	 CUL‐3.	 	 Permittee	 to	 Contact	 Lead	 Federal	 Agency	 if	 Previously	 Unknown	
Archaeological	 or	Historical	Resources	 are	 Encountered	During	 Construction.	 	 If	
archaeological	 resources	 (historic	 or	 prehistoric)	 are	 encountered	 during	
implementation	 of	 the	 undertaking,	 ground‐disturbing	 activities	 shall	 temporarily	 be	
redirected	from	the	vicinity	of	the	find.		The	Permittee	shall	 immediately	notify	the	lead	
federal	 agency	of	 the	 find.	 	 The	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 then	 comply	with	procedures	
outlined	in	36	CFR	800.13.		The	lead	federal	agency	shall	coordinate	with	the	Permittee	as	
to	the	immediate	treatment	of	the	find	until	a	proper	site	visit	and	evaluation	is	made	by	
the	lead	federal	agency.		The	lead	federal	agency	may	request	the	assistance	of	a	qualified	
archaeological	consultant	 to	assist	 in	compliance	with	36	CFR	800.13.	 	The	 lead	 federal	
agency	shall	prepare	a	final	report	about	the	find	to	be	filed	with	the	Permittee	and	the	
South	 Coastal	 Information	 Center.	 	 The	 report	 shall	 include	 documentation	 and	
interpretation	of	resources	recovered.	 	Interpretation	shall	include	full	evaluation	of	the	
eligibility	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 National	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places.	 	 The	 landowner,	 in	
consultation	with	 the	 lead	 federal	 agency,	 shall	designate	 repositories	 in	 the	event	 that	
resources	 are	 recovered.	 	 The	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 also	 determine	 the	 need	 for	
archaeological	 and	 Native	 American	monitoring	 for	 any	 ground‐disturbing	 activities	 in	
the	area	of	the	find	thereafter.			
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4.5.1.6  GOPHER CANYON ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.1.6.1  Affected Environment 

Area of Potential Effects 

An	APE	was	not	established	for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.	 	For	purposes	of	 this	EIS,	 the	APE	is	
assumed	to	encompass	the	approximately	473.5‐acre	alternative	site.12			

Environmental Setting 

The	approximately	473.5‐acre	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	is	located	southwest	of	South	Fork	Gopher	
Canyon,	northeast	of	 the	City	of	Fallbrook.	 	 It	 lies	within	the	foothills	geomorphic	province	of	western	San	
Diego	 County.	 	 The	 alternative	 is	 characterized	 by	 rugged	 terrain	 in	 small,	 unnamed	 canyons	 draining	
northeast	into	South	Fork	Gopher	Canyon.		Elevations	within	the	alternative	site	range	between	113	and	372	
m	(370‐1,220	 ft.).	 	Geologically,	 the	area	of	 the	alternative	 is	underlain	by	Mesozoic	basic	 intrusive	 rocks.		
Such	 gabbro	 would	 potentially	 have	 provided	 some	 materials	 for	 prehistoric	 milling	 features	 or	 tools.		
However,	granitic	rocks	and	metavolcanic	rocks,	generally	preferred	for	prehistoric	milling	and	flaking	uses,	
respectively,	were	present	to	the	east,	across	South	Fork	Gopher	Canyon	(Ibid.).			

The	climate	in	the	vicinity	of	the	alternative	is	classified	as	Mediterranean	hot	summer.		The	mean	January	
minimum	daily	temperature	is	about	5°C,	and	the	mean	July	maximum	daily	temperature	is	approximately	
29°C.		The	annual	precipitation	averages	about	40	cm,	falling	primarily	in	the	winter	and	early	spring.		South	
Fork	Gopher	Canyon	drains	northwest	into	Gopher	Canyon,	which	drains	west	into	the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	
one	of	the	San	Diego	region’s	larger	drainages.		The	San	Luis	Rey	River	enters	the	Pacific	Ocean	in	Oceanside,	
about	19	km	west	of	the	alternative	(Ibid.).	

The	natural	vegetation	zone	 for	 the	alternative	 is	 chaparral.	 	Riparian	 taxa	are	present	on	 the	 floor	of	 the	
canyon.	 	 Substantial	modern	disturbance	 in	 the	 forms	of	 residential	development,	paved	and	dirt	 roads,	 a	
water	tank,	and	other	graded	areas	have	displaced	portions	of	the	natural	vegetation	(Ibid.).	

Historic Period Themes and Periods of Significance 

Site	specific	historic	period	themes	and	periods	of	significance	have	not	been	established	for	this	alternative	
since	no	site‐specific	archival	research	such	as	review	of	newspaper	articles,	county	tax	records,	historical	
photographs,	 oral	 history	 collections,	 and	 other	 published	 sources	was	 conducted	 to	 further	 research	 the	
historical	 significance	 of	 the	 site.	 	 However,	 the	more	 general	 cultural	 setting	 discussion	 provided	 in	 the	
analysis	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	also	applies	to	this	alternative	site.			

Historical and Archaeological Resources Identified Within the Gopher Canyon Road Alternative 

The	 records	 search	 through	 the	 SCIC	 revealed	 that	 ten	 previous	 cultural	 resource	 reports	 had	 addressed	
portions	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.	 	Collectively,	these	studies	have	addressed	approximately	
80	percent	of	the	alternative’s	site	area.			

																																																													
12		 If	an	APE	 is	established	 in	 the	 future	 that	extends	beyond	 the	alternative	 site,	 then	additional	cultural	resources	analysis	may	be	

warranted.			
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The	records	 search	also	 revealed	 that	21	cultural	 resources	were	 located	within	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
Alternative	 or	 within	 a	 one‐mile	 radius.	 	 Of	 these,	 two	 are	 located	 within	 the	 alternative	 site,	 while	 the	
remaining	19	are	within	the	one‐mile	radius.		Prehistoric	archaeological	sites	account	for	14	of	the	resources,	
while	seven	are	historic‐period	sites	or	features.		One	of	the	21	resources	has	been	recommended	as	eligible	
for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register,	 one	 resource	 has	 been	 reported	 as	 destroyed,	 and	 the	 remaining	 19	
resources	 have	 not	 been	 evaluated.	 	 Two	 historic‐period	 archaeological	 resources	 (CA‐SDI‐15,671	 and	 ‐
15,676)	are	located	within	the	alternative	site	and	are	described	in	detail	below.			

CA‐SDI‐15,671 

CA‐SDI‐15,671	was	recorded	in	1999	and	is	described	as	an	open‐pit	mine	dating	to	the	historic‐period.		It	is	
described	 as	 being	 situated	 on	 a	 35	 percent	 slope	 and	measures	 approximately	 9	m	 long	 by	 6.5	m	wide.		
Attributes	of	the	resource	suggest	that	the	miners	were	pursuing	a	quartz	vein	within	a	mass	of	calcareous	
rock.		No	historic	period	artifacts	were	identified	at	the	resource.		A	lack	of	records	failed	to	permit	previous	
investigators	 to	 identify	 the	 person	 or	 persons	 who	mined	 the	 pit	 or	 to	 determine	 when	 it	 was	 utilized	
(Ibid.).		As	a	result,	it	appears	that	CA‐SDI‐15,671	is	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.			

CA‐SDI‐15,676 

CA‐SDI‐15,676	was	recorded	in	1999	and	is	described	as	an	885‐m	historic‐period	trail	(Ibid.).	 	The	trail	is	
described	as:	

…well‐worn	 and	 only	 partially	 overgrown	 with	 vegetation.	 	 It	 passes	 by	 a	 collapsed	 and	
destroyed	wooden	shed	which	may	be	associated	with	mining	activity	on	the	property.		The	trail	
could	 not	 be	 pursued	 its	 entire	 length	 due	 to	 property	 access	 restrictions	 to	 the	 southwest	
[outside	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site];	to	the	north	the	trail	ends	at	the	Vallecitos	
Water	 District	 Road	 where	 it	 disappears	 into	 existing	 dirt	 roads	 and	 bulldozer	 paths.	 	 It	
probably	continued	north	 into	South	Fork	Gopher	Canyon.	 	No	prehistoric	or	historic	artifacts	
were	 found	along	 the	 trail.	 	 It	 is	possible	 that	 this	historic	 trail	represents	an	old	 Indian	 trail	
that	passed	from	South	Fork	Gopher	Canyon	over	the	San	Marcos	Mountains	into	the	east	Vista	
valley	area....[Ibid.]	

Previous	cultural	resource	investigators	did	not	evaluate	CA‐SDI‐15,676	for	 listing	in	the	National	Register	
or	other	State	or	local	listing.		However,	given	the	lack	of	evidence	for	its	association	to	a	significant	event	or	
person	and	since	it	does	not	appear	to	represent	a	distinctive	characteristics	of	a	type,	period,	or	method	of	
construction,	and	will	likely	not	yield	information	important	to	history	or	prehistory,	CA‐SDI‐15,676	appears	
ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.	

4.5.1.6.2  Design Features 

No	design	features	for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	are	associated	with	cultural	resources.	

4.5.1.6.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	a	known	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.			
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Impact	Statement	Gopher	CUL‐1:		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	result	in	no	impact	to	
CA‐SDI‐15,671	and	‐15,676	because	these	resources	are	recommended	as	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	
National	Register.		As	these	resources	are	not	considered	historic	properties,	no	impact	would	occur.			

CA‐SDI‐15,671	and	‐15,676	are	recommended	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register;	therefore,	these	
resources	are	not	considered	historic	properties	and	no	impacts	would	occur.			

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	an	unknown	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.	

Impact	 Statement	Gopher	CUL‐2:	 	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	 could	 result	 in	 impacts	 to	
unknown	National	Register‐eligible	cultural	resources	including	both	undiscovered	resources	in	the	
unsurveyed	portion	of	 the	APE,	and	buried	and	undiscovered	resources	 throughout	 the	APE.	 	With	
the	incorporation	of	mitigation	measures	no	significant	adverse	effect	would	occur.	

Since	 previous	 investigations	 have	 analyzed	 approximately	 80	 percent	 of	 the	 473.5‐acre	 alternative	 site,	
there	 may	 be	 previously	 unknown	 historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources	 in	 the	 remaining	 unanalyzed	
areas.		Given	the	nature	of	the	unsurveyed	terrain	and	the	pattern	of	resource	distributions	in	the	vicinity	of	
the	 alternative	 site,	 the	 probability	 that	 National	 Register‐eligible	 resources	 are	 present	 within	 the	
unsurveyed	portion	of	the	alternative	site	appears	to	be	moderately	low.		Similarly,	the	probability	of	buried	
and	 undiscovered	 cultural	 resources	 is	 moderately	 low.	 	 Additionally,	 as	 it	 is	 known	 that	 the	 area	 was	
occupied	by	people	in	prehistory,	buried	and	undiscovered	National	Register‐eligible	cultural	resources	may	
be	present	throughout	the	APE.			

Mitigation Measures 

MM	Gopher	CUL‐1.		Conduct	Additional	Cultural	Resources	Investigations	to	Show	Compliance	
with	Section	106.		The	lead	federal	agency	shall	comply	with	Section	106.		At	a	minimum,	
the	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 conduct	 a	 Phase	 I	 Cultural	 Resources	 Assessment	 of	 the	
remaining	unanalyzed	areas	of	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	 to	 identify	any	
historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources.	 	 The	 Phase	 I	 assessment	 shall	 include	 cultural	
resources	records	searches	through	the	South	Coastal	Information	Center	(as	needed),	a	
Sacred	Lands	File	search	through	the	NAHC	and	follow‐up	Native	American	consultation,	
archival	research,	and	a	pedestrian	survey	of	the	alternative	site.		Additional	studies	may	
also	be	 required	 to	update	previous	 cultural	 resources	 investigations	 at	 the	 alternative	
site	and	to	evaluate	resources	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.	

MM	 Gopher	 CUL‐2:	 Prepare	MOA	 if	 Undertaking	Will	 Cause	 an	 Adverse	 Effect	 to	 Historic	
Properties.	 	 If	 the	undertaking	will	have	an	adverse	effect	 to	National	Register‐eligible	
cultural	resources	that	are	present	within	the	APE,	the	lead	federal	agency	shall	develop	
and	execute	an	MOA	with	the	SHPO	and	other	interested	parties	that	details	the	measures	
to	 avoid,	 reduce,	 or	mitigate	 adverse	 effects	 to	 historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources	
determined	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register.	 	 As	 part	 of	 the	 MOA,	 the	 lead	
federal	 agency	 shall	 prepare	 and	 implement	 a	Historic	 Property	 Treatment	 Plan	which	
incorporates	 specific	 measures	 for	 the	 treatment	 of	 National	 Register‐eligible	 cultural	
resources.	
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MM	 Gopher	 CUL‐3.	 	 Permittee	 to	 Contact	 Lead	 Federal	 Agency	 if	 Previously	 Unknown	
Archaeological	 or	Historical	Resources	 are	 Encountered	During	 Construction.	 	 If	
archaeological	 resources	 (historic	 or	 prehistoric)	 are	 encountered	 during	
implementation	 of	 the	 undertaking,	 ground‐disturbing	 activities	 shall	 temporarily	 be	
redirected	from	the	vicinity	of	the	find.		The	Permittee	shall	 immediately	notify	the	lead	
federal	 agency	of	 the	 find.	 	 The	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 then	 comply	with	procedures	
outlined	in	36	CFR	800.13.		The	lead	federal	agency	shall	coordinate	with	the	Permittee	as	
to	the	immediate	treatment	of	the	find	until	a	proper	site	visit	and	evaluation	is	made	by	
the	lead	federal	agency.		The	lead	federal	agency	may	request	the	assistance	of	a	qualified	
archaeological	consultant	 to	assist	 in	compliance	with	36	CFR	800.13.	 	The	 lead	 federal	
agency	shall	prepare	a	final	report	about	the	find	to	be	filed	with	the	Permittee	and	the	
South	 Coastal	 Information	 Center.	 	 The	 report	 shall	 include	 documentation	 and	
interpretation	of	resources	recovered.	 	Interpretation	shall	include	full	evaluation	of	the	
eligibility	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 National	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places.	 	 The	 landowner,	 in	
consultation	with	 the	 lead	 federal	 agency,	 shall	designate	 repositories	 in	 the	event	 that	
resources	 are	 recovered.	 	 The	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 also	 determine	 the	 need	 for	
archaeological	 and	 Native	 American	monitoring	 for	 any	 ground‐disturbing	 activities	 in	
the	area	of	the	find	thereafter.			

4.5.1.7  MERRIAM MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.1.7.1  Affected Environment  

Area of Potential Effects 

An	 APE	was	 not	 established	 for	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative.	 	 For	 purposes	 of	 this	 EIS,	 the	 APE	 is	
assumed	to	encompass	the	approximately	552.5‐acre	alternative	site.13			

Environmental Setting 

The	approximately	552.5‐acre	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	is	located	in	the	Merriam	Mountains,	north	of	
the	City	of	San	Marcos,	southwest	of	the	Lawrence	Welk	Resort,	and	immediately	west	of	Interstate	15.		It	lies	
within	 the	 foothills	 geomorphic	 province	 of	 western	 San	 Diego	 County	 and	 consists	 of	 the	 steep	 terrain	
astride	 an	 unnamed	 branching	 valley	 that	 drains	 to	 the	 east,	 into	 South	 Fork	Moosa	 Canyon.	 	 Elevations	
within	 the	alternative	site	range	between	about	198	and	482	m	(650‐1,580	 ft).	 	Geologically,	 the	Merriam	
Mountain	 Alternative	 area	 is	 underlain	 by	 Mesozoic	 granitic	 rocks.	 	 Such	 rocks	 would	 have	 provided	
materials	 for	 prehistoric	milling	 features	 and	 tools.	 	 If	 quartz	 dikes	were	 present,	 these	would	 also	 have	
provided	suitable	material	 for	 flaked	 lithic	tools.	 	However,	 the	Triassic/Jurassic	metavolcanic	rocks	of	 the	
Santiago	Peak	 formation,	 represented	a	 short	distance	 to	 the	north	within	 the	Merriam	Mountains,	would	
potentially	have	offered	materials	that	were	generally	more	highly	valued	for	prehistoric	flaked	lithic	tools	
(Ibid.).			

The	 climate	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	 is	 classified	 as	 Mediterranean	 hot	 summer.	 	 The	 mean	
January	 minimum	 daily	 temperature	 is	 about	 5°C,	 and	 the	 mean	 July	 maximum	 daily	 temperature	 is	
approximately	29°C.		The	annual	precipitation	averages	about	40	cm,	falling	primarily	in	the	winter	and	early	
spring.	 	South	Fork	Moosa	Canyon	drains	into	Moosa	Canyon,	which	flows	west	 into	the	middle	reaches	of	

																																																													
13		 If	an	APE	 is	established	 in	 the	 future	 that	extends	beyond	 the	alternative	 site,	 then	additional	cultural	resources	analysis	may	be	

warranted.			
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the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	one	of	 the	San	Diego	region’s	 larger	drainages.	 	The	San	Luis	Rey	River	enters	 the	
Pacific	Ocean	in	Oceanside,	about	23	km	west	of	the	alternative	site	(Ibid.).	

The	 natural	 vegetation	 zone	 for	 the	 alternative	 site	 is	 chaparral.	 	 Characteristic	 chaparral	 species	 include	
chamise	 (Adenostoma	 fasciculatum),	 California	 lilac	 (Ceanothus	 spp.),	 manzanita	 (Arctostaphylos	 spp.),	
redshank	(Adenostoma	sparsifolium),	and	various	kinds	of	oak	(Quercus	spp.).		Riparian	taxa	are	present	on	
the	 floor	 of	 the	 canyon.	 	 In	 limited	 areas,	 the	 natural	 vegetation	 has	 been	 displaced	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	
construction	of	dirt	roads	and	a	landing	strip	(Ibid.).	

Historic Period Themes and Periods of Significance 

Site	specific	historic	period	themes	and	periods	of	significance	have	not	been	established	for	this	alternative	
since	no	site‐specific	archival	research	such	as	review	of	newspaper	articles,	county	tax	records,	historical	
photographs,	 oral	 history	 collections,	 and	 other	 published	 sources	was	 conducted	 to	 further	 research	 the	
historical	 significance	 of	 the	 site.	 	 However,	 the	more	 general	 cultural	 setting	 discussion	 provided	 in	 the	
analysis	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	also	applies	to	this	alternative	site.	

Historical and Archaeological Resources Identified Within the Merriam Mountain Alternative 

The	records	search	through	the	SCIC	revealed	that	three	previous	cultural	resource	reports	had	addressed	
portions	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site.		Collectively,	these	studies	have	addressed	approximately	
99	percent	of	the	alternative’s	site	area.			

The	records	search	also	revealed	that	four	cultural	resources	are	located	within	the	alternative	site	and	12	
cultural	resources	are	located	within	a	one‐mile	radius.		Prehistoric	archaeological	sites	account	for	14	of	the	
resources.		One	is	an	isolated	prehistoric	artifact	while	another	is	a	historic‐period	archaeological	site.		Five	
of	 the	 resources	 have	 been	 recommended	 as	 ineligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register,	 while	 another	
three	were	reported	to	have	been	destroyed.		The	remaining	eight	resources	have	not	been	evaluated.		The	
four	resources	(CA‐SDI‐9,253,	‐10,147H,	‐17,264,	and	‐17,265)	that	are	located	within	the	alternative	site	are	
described	below.			

CA‐SDI‐9,253 

CA‐SDI‐9,253	was	recorded	in	1982	and	is	described	as	a	prehistoric	archaeological	site	that	measures	50	m	
by	50	m	and	consists	of	four	bedrock	milling	stations	with	a	total	of	one	mortar,	two	basins,	and	nine	slick	
features.	 	Three	 felsite	 (i.e.,	 volcanic)	waste	 flakes	were	also	 identified	at	 the	 resource.	 	The	 resource	was	
revisited	in	1986	and	described	then	as	two	rock	shelters	and	14	bedrock	milling	stations,	with	a	total	of	one	
mortar,	 one	 basin,	 and	 22	 slick	 features.	 	 Surface	 materials	 included	 four	 flakes,	 as	 well	 as	 an	 apparent	
midden	deposit.	 	The	size	of	the	site	was	expanded	to	159	m	by	55	m	and	was	interpreted	as	a	prehistoric	
light‐density	temporary	camp	(Ibid.).		A	subsequent	subsurface	excavation	program	(including	13	shovel	test	
probes	and	one	test	unit)	yielded	15	pieces	of	chipped	stone	debitage	and	1.2	grams	of	faunal	bone.		It	was	
concluded	 that	 the	 present	 sample	 was	 too	 small	 to	make	 any	 definitive	 statements	 concerning	 the	 past	
activities	 of	 the	 inhabitants	 of	 CA‐SDI‐9,253;	 however,	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 the	 resource	 represents	 a	
prehistoric	 artifact	 scatter	 where	 a	 brief	 period	 of	 occupation	 may	 have	 taken	 place.	 	 According	 to	 the	
researchers,	 additional	 investigations	 at	 CA‐SDI‐9,253	 would	 not	 significantly	 contribute	 to	 our	
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understanding	of	the	resource	or	 its	occupants	and	therefore,	 it	 is	recommended	as	 ineligible	for	 listing	in	
the	National	Register	(Ibid.).	

CA‐SDI‐10,747H 

CA‐SDI‐10,747H	 was	 recorded	 in	 1986	 and	 is	 described	 as	 the	 remnants	 of	 1930s	 homestead	 that	 was	
constructed	on	top	of	prehistoric	resource	CA‐SDI‐9,253	and	measures	213	m	by	73	m.		It	consists	of	a	three‐
room	residence	with	evidence	of	running	water	and	electricity;	a	stone	and	concrete	fireplace,	a	stone	and	
concrete	foundation	(15	m	by	15	m),	one‐room	wood	frame	structure	with	collapsed	walls	and	intact	floor,	
domestic	plants,	and	two	white‐glazed	porcelain	fragments.	 	White	and	White	 	conducted	a	patents	record	
search	 and	 identified	 one	 homestead	 patent	 issued	 in	 the	 same	 section	 (Section	 13,	 Township	 11	 South,	
Range	3	West)	and	concluded	that	the	resource	is	most	likely	associated	with	homestead	patent	#0046358	
issued	to	Orland	Arthur	Rush	in	1931.		A	subsequent	subsurface	excavation	program	and	archival	research	
revealed	 no	 historical	 information	 that	 corroborates	White	 and	White’s	 conclusion	 that	 the	 resource	was	
associated	with	a	patent	issued	to	Mr.		Rush.		In	addition,	the	location	of	the	existing	structures	do	not	appear	
on	early	USGS	maps	and	appear	 to	be	modern.	 	The	 stone	and	concrete	 fireplace	may	date	 to	 the	historic	
period;	however,	no	diagnostic	features	are	evident.		The	archival	research	yielded	no	information	regarding	
the	history	 of	 the	 resource	 and	 it	 has	been	 recommended	 as	 ineligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	National	Register	
(Ibid.).	

CA‐SDI‐17,264 

CA‐SDI‐17,264	was	recorded	in	2004	and	is	described	as	prehistoric	archaeological	site	that	measures	100	m	
by	10	m	and	consists	of	two	metate	fragments,	one	battered	implement,	and	three	pieces	of	lithic	debitage.		A	
subsequent	 subsurface	 excavation	 program	 (12	 shovel	 test	 probes)	 yielded	 four	 surface	 artifacts	 and	 no	
subsurface	 artifacts	 or	 features.	 	 It	 was	 concluded	 that	 the	 artifact	 sample	 was	 too	 small	 to	 make	 any	
definitive	 statements	 concerning	 the	 past	 activities	 of	 the	 inhabitants	 of	 CA‐SDI‐17,264;	 however,	 it	 is	
probable	that	the	resource	represents	a	prehistoric	artifact	scatter	where	milling	of	plants	and	seeds	and	a	
brief	occupation	may	have	 taken	place.	 	According	 to	 the	 researchers,	 additional	 investigations	at	CA‐SDI‐
17,264	 would	 not	 significantly	 contribute	 to	 our	 understanding	 of	 the	 resource	 or	 its	 occupants	 and	
therefore,	it	is	recommended	as	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	(Ibid.).	

CA‐SDI‐17,265 

CA‐SDI‐17,264	was	 recorded	 in	2004	and	 is	 described	 as	prehistoric	 archaeological	 site	 that	 consists	 of	 a	
single	 bedrock	 milling	 slick	 on	 a	 granite	 outcrop.	 	 A	 subsequent	 subsurface	 excavation	 program	 (that	
included	eight	shovel	test	probes)	yielded	one	chipped	stone	flake.		According	to	the	researchers,	additional	
investigations	at	CA‐SDI‐17,265	would	not	significantly	contribute	to	our	understanding	of	the	resource	or	
its	occupants	and	therefore	it	is	recommended	as	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	(Ibid.).	

4.5.1.7.2  Design Features 

No	design	features	for	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	are	associated	with	cultural	resources.	
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4.5.1.7.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	a	known	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	CUL‐1:	 	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	in	no	impact	to	
CA‐SDI‐9,253,	 ‐10,147H,	 ‐17,264,	 and	 ‐17,265	 because	 these	 resources	 are	 recommended	 as	
ineligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register.	 	 As	 these	 resources	 are	 not	 considered	 historic	
properties,	no	impact	would	occur.			

CA‐SDI‐9,253,	 ‐10,147H,	 ‐17,264,	 and	 ‐17,265	 are	 recommended	 ineligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	
Register;	therefore,	these	resources	are	not	considered	historic	properties	and	no	impacts	would	occur.			

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	an	unknown	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.	

Impact	 Statement	Merriam	 CUL‐2:	 	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 could	 result	 in	 impacts	 to	
unknown	National	Register‐eligible	cultural	resources	including	both	undiscovered	resources	in	the	
unsurveyed	portion	of	 the	APE,	and	buried	and	undiscovered	resources	 throughout	 the	APE.	 	With	
the	incorporation	of	mitigation	measures	no	significant	adverse	effect	would	occur.	

Since	 previous	 investigations	 have	 analyzed	 approximately	 99	 percent	 of	 the	 approximately	 552.5‐acre	
alternative	site,	there	may	be	previously	unknown	historical	and	archaeological	resources	in	the	remaining	
unanalyzed	areas.	 	 Implementation	of	MM	Merriam	CUL‐1,	‐2,	and	‐3	would	ensure	that	additional	cultural	
resources	 investigations	 occur	 in	 order	 to	 identify	 and	 evaluate	 previously	 unknown	 historical	 and	
archaeological	resources	in	the	unanalyzed	areas	of	the	alternative	site.		Given	the	nature	of	the	unsurveyed	
terrain	and	 the	pattern	of	 resource	distributions	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 the	alternative	 site,	 the	probability	 that	
National	 Register‐eligible	 resources	 are	 present	 within	 the	 unsurveyed	 portion	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	
appears	to	be	low.	 	Additionally,	as	 it	 is	known	that	the	area	was	occupied	by	people	 in	prehistory,	buried	
and	undiscovered	National	Register‐eligible	cultural	resources	may	be	present	throughout	the	site.			

Mitigation Measures 

MM	 Merriam	 CUL‐1.	 	 Conduct	 Additional	 Cultural	 Resources	 Investigations	 to	 Show	
Compliance	with	Section	106.	 	The	lead	federal	agency	shall	comply	with	Section	106.		
At	 a	 minimum,	 the	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 conduct	 a	 Phase	 I	 Cultural	 Resources	
Assessment	of	the	remaining	unanalyzed	areas	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	
to	 identify	 any	 historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources.	 	 The	 Phase	 I	 assessment	 shall	
include	cultural	resources	records	searches	through	the	South	Coastal	Information	Center	
(as	needed),	a	Sacred	Lands	File	search	through	the	NAHC	and	follow‐up	Native	American	
consultation,	archival	research,	and	a	pedestrian	survey	of	the	alternative	site.		Additional	
studies	may	also	be	required	to	update	previous	cultural	resources	investigations	at	the	
alternative	site	and	to	evaluate	resources	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.			

MM	Merriam	CUL‐2.	 	Prepare	MOA	 if	Undertaking	Will	Cause	 an	Adverse	Effect	 to	Historic	
Properties.	 	 If	 the	undertaking	will	have	an	adverse	effect	 to	National	Register‐eligible	
cultural	resources	that	are	present	within	the	APE,	the	lead	federal	agency	shall	develop	
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and	execute	an	MOA	with	the	SHPO	and	other	interested	parties	that	details	the	measures	
to	 avoid,	 reduce,	 or	mitigate	 adverse	 effects	 to	 historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources	
determined	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register.	 	 As	 part	 of	 the	 MOA,	 the	 lead	
federal	 agency	 shall	 prepare	 and	 implement	 a	Historic	 Property	 Treatment	 Plan	which	
incorporates	 specific	 measures	 for	 the	 treatment	 of	 National	 Register‐eligible	 cultural	
resources.	

MM	 Merriam	 CUL‐3.	 	 Permittee	 to	 Contact	 Lead	 Federal	 Agency	 if	 Previously	 Unknown	
Archaeological	 or	Historical	Resources	 are	 Encountered	During	 Construction.	 	 If	
archaeological	 resources	 (historic	 or	 prehistoric)	 are	 encountered	 during	
implementation	 of	 the	 undertaking,	 ground‐disturbing	 activities	 shall	 temporarily	 be	
redirected	from	the	vicinity	of	the	find.		The	Permittee	shall	 immediately	notify	the	lead	
federal	 agency	of	 the	 find.	 	 The	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 then	 comply	with	procedures	
outlined	in	36	CFR	800.13.		The	lead	federal	agency	shall	coordinate	with	the	Permittee	as	
to	the	immediate	treatment	of	the	find	until	a	proper	site	visit	and	evaluation	is	made	by	
the	lead	federal	agency.		The	lead	federal	agency	may	request	the	assistance	of	a	qualified	
archaeological	consultant	 to	assist	 in	compliance	with	36	CFR	800.13.	 	The	 lead	 federal	
agency	shall	prepare	a	final	report	about	the	find	to	be	filed	with	the	Permittee	and	the	
South	 Coastal	 Information	 Center.	 	 The	 report	 shall	 include	 documentation	 and	
interpretation	of	resources	recovered.	 	Interpretation	shall	include	full	evaluation	of	the	
eligibility	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 National	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places.	 	 The	 landowner,	 in	
consultation	with	 the	 lead	 federal	 agency,	 shall	designate	 repositories	 in	 the	event	 that	
resources	 are	 recovered.	 	 The	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 also	 determine	 the	 need	 for	
archaeological	 and	 Native	 American	monitoring	 for	 any	 ground‐disturbing	 activities	 in	
the	area	of	the	find	thereafter.			

4.5.1.8  EAST OTAY MESA ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.1.8.1  Affected Environment 

Area of Potential Effects 

An	APE	was	not	established	for	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.		For	purposes	of	this	EIS,	the	APE	is	assumed	
to	encompass	the	approximately	344‐acre	alternative	site.14		However,	in	accordance	with	Proposition	A,	110	
additional	acres	around	the	alternative	site	will	be	designated	as	open	space.			

Environmental Setting 

The	approximately	450‐acre	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	is	located	in	southwestern	San	Diego	County,	on	the	
eastern	 margin	 of	 Otay	 Mesa	 and	 the	 western	 flank	 of	 the	 Ysidro	 Mountains,	 immediately	 north	 of	 the	
U.S./Mexico	border.	 	It	lies	on	the	border	between	the	coastal	plains	and	foothills	geomorphic	provinces	of	
western	San	Diego	County.		It	consists	primarily	of	the	steep	terrain	astride	two	unnamed	drainages,	but	also	
includes	 relatively	 flat	mesa	 land	 to	 the	 southwest.	 	 Elevations	within	 the	 alternative	 site	 range	 between	
approximately	 175	 and	 360	 m	 (575‐1,180	 ft.).	 	 Geologically,	 the	 higher	 portions	 of	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	
Alternative	site	are	underlain	by	Triassic/Jurassic	metavolcanic	rocks	of	the	Santiago	Peak	formation,	while	
the	lower	area	to	the	southwest	contains	Plio‐Pleistocene	non‐marine	sedimentary	rock.		The	metavolcanic	

																																																													
14		 If	an	APE	 is	established	 in	 the	 future	 that	extends	beyond	 the	alternative	 site,	 then	additional	cultural	resources	analysis	may	be	

warranted.			
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rocks	 would	 potentially	 have	 offered	materials	 that	 were	 highly	 valued	 for	 prehistoric	 flaked	 lithic	 tools	
(Ibid.).	

The	 climate	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	 is	 classified	 as	 Mediterranean	 hot	 summer.	 	 The	 mean	
January	 minimum	 daily	 temperature	 is	 about	 5°C,	 and	 the	 mean	 July	 maximum	 daily	 temperature	 is	
approximately	27°C.	The	annual	precipitation	averages	about	33	cm,	falling	primarily	in	the	winter	and	early	
spring.		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	drains	south	into	Mexico,	within	the	drainage	system	of	the	Tijuana	
River.	 	 The	 river	 enters	 the	Pacific	Ocean	 just	north	of	 the	 international	 border,	 about	14	km	west	 of	 the	
alternative	site	(Ibid.).	

The	 natural	 vegetation	 zone	 for	 the	 alternative	 site	 is	 chaparral.	 	 Characteristic	 chaparral	 species	 include	
chamise	 (Adenostoma	 fasciculatum),	 California	 lilac	 (Ceanothus	 spp.),	 manzanita	 (Arctostaphylos	 spp.),	
redshank	 (Adenostoma	 sparsifolium),	 and	 various	 kinds	 of	 oak	 (Quercus	 spp.).	 	 Riparian	 communities	 are	
present	along	the	drainages	(Ibid.).	

Historic Period Themes and Periods of Significance 

Site	specific	historic	period	themes	and	periods	of	significance	have	not	been	established	for	this	alternative	
since	no	site‐specific	archival	research	such	as	review	of	newspaper	articles,	county	tax	records,	historical	
photographs,	 oral	 history	 collections,	 and	 other	 published	 sources	was	 conducted	 to	 further	 research	 the	
historical	 significance	 of	 the	 site.	 	 However,	 the	more	 general	 cultural	 setting	 discussion	 provided	 in	 the	
analysis	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 also	 applies	 to	 this	 alternative	 site,	 except	 for	 the	
ethnographic	group	affiliated	with	the	alternative	site.		The	Easy	Otay	Mesa	alternative	site	is	located	within	
the	ethnographic	territory	of	the	Kumeyaay.	 	The	lifeways	of	the	Kumeyaay	were	similar	to	the	lifeways	of	
the	Luiseño which are described earlier in this EIS section.  	

Historical and Archaeological Resources Identified Within the East Otay Mesa Alternative Site 

The	 records	 search	 through	 the	 SCIC	 revealed	 that	 14	 previous	 cultural	 resource	 reports	 had	 addressed	
portions	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site.		Collectively,	these	studies	have	addressed	100	percent	of	the	
alternative’s	site	area.	 	According	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Recycling	Collection	Center	and	Landfill	 Initial	Study	
that	 was	 prepared	 by	 the	 County	 in	 September	 2011,	 Statistical	 Research,	 Inc.	 (SRI)	 is	 conducting	
evaluations	of	historical	and	archaeological	resources	within	a	400‐acre	area	that	roughly	coincides	with	the	
East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 site.	 	 These	 evaluations	 include	 archaeological	 test	 excavations	 to	 determine	
whether	the	resources	are	eligible	for	listing	in	the	California	Register	of	Historical	Resources	and	whether	
they	qualify	as	unique	archaeological	 resources	pursuant	 to	CEQA.15	 	During	 these	 test	 excavations,	 “small	
pieces	of	human	bone	were	encountered	and	the	County	Coroner	and	NAHC	were	notified,”	(County	of	San	
Diego	 2011:13).	 	 According	 to	 the	 County,	 the	 results	 of	 the	 SRI’s	 testing	 and	 evaluation	 effort	 will	 be	
detailed	in	a	technical	report.			

The	records	search	also	revealed	that	81	cultural	resources	have	been	recorded	within	a	one‐mile	radius	of	
the	 alternative	 site16	 while	 22	 cultural	 resources	 have	 been	 recorded	 within	 the	 alternative	 site.	 	 The	

																																																													
15		 The	criteria	for	a	resource	to	be	listed	in	or	to	be	determined	eligible	for	listing	in	the	California	Register	and	to	qualify	as	a	unique	

archaeological	resource	is	equivalent	to	the	criteria	to	be	listed	in	or	to	be	determined	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.	
16		 The	one‐mile	record	search	radius	extends	south	into	Baja	California,	Mexico.		A	record	search	was	not	conducted	for	these	areas.	
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resources	 recorded	within	 the	alternative	 site	 include	13	prehistoric	 and	historic	 archaeological	 sites	 and	
nine	prehistoric	isolates.		Of	the	sites,	eight	are	prehistoric,	two	are	historic,	and	three	have	both	prehistoric	
and	historic	components.		None	of	the	22	resources	have	been	evaluated	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	
by	previous	researches.	 	However,	as	discussed	earlier,	it	can	be	assumed	that	the	nine	prehistoric	isolates	
are	 not	 eligible	 because	 they	 consist	 of	 only	 a	 few	 surface	 artifacts	 and	 lack	 a	 potential	 for	 a	 subsurface	
component	that	would	yield	information	important	to	the	study	of	history	or	prehistory.		The	22	resources	
that	have	been	recorded	within	the	alternative	site	are	described	in	detail,	below.			

CA‐SDI‐10,082 

CA‐SDI‐10,082	was	recorded,	possibly	in	the	1930s,	as	SDM‐W‐171	by	Malcolm	J.	Rogers	and	is	described	as	
a	prehistoric	San	Dieguito	II	quarry	and	campsite.		Fred	Kidder,	of	the	SCIC,	identified	SDM‐W‐171	with	CA‐
SDI‐10,082	 and	 shifted	 its	 mapped	 location	 slightly.	 	 Mary	 Robbins‐Wade	 documented	 additional	
observations	 in	 her	 report,	 but	 an	 updated	 site	 record	 was	 not	 filed	 with	 the	 SCIC.	 	 She	 observed	 three	
prehistoric	 loci	 (A,	B,	 and	C),	with	heavy	 to	moderate	densities	of	 artifacts	 at	 the	 loci	 and	 light	density	 in	
intervening	 areas.	 “Cultural	 materials	 noted	 at	 CA‐SDI‐10,082	 includes	 flakes/debitage,	 cores	 and	 core	
fragments,	numerous	 flaked	stone	 tools	 (bifacial	and	unifacial	 tools	of	various	 types),	and	several	manos”.		
She	also	reported	the	identification	of	two	additional,	historic‐period	loci	at	the	site.	Locus	D	consisted	of	the	
remnants	 of	 a	 large	 house	 site,	 described	 as	 “Johnny	Wolff’s	 house.”	 	 It	 included	 foundations,	 remains	 of	
stone	walls,	 terracing,	 sandstone	 steps,	 pepper	 trees,	 and	 a	 crushed	water	 tank,	with	 little	 historic‐period	
debris.		Locus	E	is	a	concrete	structure	pad	bounded	by	dirt	roads	and	stands	of	pepper	trees	(Laylander	and	
Pham	2012).		No	updated	site	record	was	prepared	on	the	basis	of	Robbins‐Wade’s	findings.		CA‐SDI‐10,082	
has	not	been	evaluated	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.	

CA‐SDI‐11,796H 

CA‐SDI‐11,796H	was	initially	recorded	by	Tim	Gross	and	his	associates	in	1989	and	is	described	as	a	“fallen	
windmill	&	well	with	4	check	dams	further	up	the	drainage.”		Artifacts	included	burnt	timbers,	broken	glass,	
and	metal	windmill	blades.		CA‐SDI‐11,796H	has	not	been	evaluated	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.	

CA‐SDI‐11,797H 

CA‐SDI‐11,797H	 was	 initially	 recorded	 by	 Tim	 Gross	 and	 his	 associates	 in	 1989	 and	 is	 described	 as	 a	
“concrete	foundation	with	concrete	divisions/Grooves	in	cement	for	pipes/Some	pipes	intact/Possible	pump	
house.”	 	 No	 associated	 artifacts	were	 observed.	 A	 site	 record	 update	was	 prepared	 by	Danielle	Huey	 and	
Scott	Campbell	in	1991.	They	observed	a	sparse	prehistoric	lithic	scatter,	including	a	volcanic	hammer	stone	
and	a	mano.		CA‐SDI‐11,797H	has	not	been	evaluated	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.			

CA‐SDI‐12,701 

CA‐SDI‐12,701	was	initially	recorded	by	Dennis	Gallegos	in	1986	and	is	described	as	a	cement	house	pad,	a	
stone	wall,	and	historic‐period	debris	(including	a	piece	of	china	ware),	as	well	as	a	prehistoric	component	
consisting	of	a	light	lithic	scatter,	including	two	cores,	two	hammer	stones,	and	more	than	24	lithic	flakes.	Del	
James	and	his	associates	prepared	an	updated	 record	 in	1993.	 	They	observed	more	 than	100	prehistoric	
lithic	artifacts,	including	three	cores,	three	hammer	stones,	and	a	mano.		The	1993	investigators	discounted	
the	historic	component,	noting	that	the	foundation	did	not	appear	on	maps	from	1942	or	earlier	and	that	the	



December 2012    4.5.1  Historical and Archeological Resources 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.5.1‐53	 	

artifacts	 were	 not	 chronologically	 diagnostic.	 	 CA‐SDI‐12,701	 has	 not	 been	 evaluated	 for	 listing	 in	 the	
National	Register.			

CA‐SDI‐12,704 

CA‐SDI‐12,704	was	initially	recorded	by	Harry	Price	and	Dennis	Gallegos	in	1986	and	is	described	as	a	light	
lithic	 scatter,	 with	 one	 discoidal	 and	 more	 than	 40	 pieces	 of	 lithic	 debitage.	 	 Danielle	 Huey	 and	 Scott	
Campbell	 prepared	 an	 updated	 record	 in	 1991,	 noting	 the	 presence	 of	 bedrock	 quarrying	 and	 an	 artifact	
assemblage	including	at	least	five	metate	fragments,	three	manos,	five	hammer	stones,	four	flake/core	tools,	
two	biface	fragments,	and	numerous	flakes.	 	A	subsequent	update	was	prepared	in	1993	by	Del	James	and	
his	associates.	They	described	the	initial	area,	termed	Locus	A,	as	a	temporary	camp,	at	which	they	found	a	
bedrock	milling	slick.		Locus	B	was	identified	as	a	light	lithic	scatter.		CA‐SDI‐12,704	has	not	been	evaluated	
for	listing	in	the	National	Register.			

CA‐SDI‐12,705 

CA‐SDI‐12,705	 was	 initially	 recorded	 by	 Dennis	 Gallegos	 and	 Harry	 Price	 in	 1986	 and	 is	 described	 as	 a	
dispersed	lithic	scatter,	with	a	bifacial	mano,	three	cores,	and	about	24	flakes.		Del	James	and	his	associates	
prepared	an	updated	 record	 in	1993,	describing	 the	 site	as	a	 temporary	 camp	and	noting	 the	presence	of	
more	than	75	lithic	artifacts,	including	five	manos,	a	hammer	stone,	and	three	cores.		CA‐SDI‐12,705	has	not	
been	evaluated	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.			

CA‐SDI‐12,714 

CA‐SDI‐12,714	was	initially	recorded	as	a	light	lithic	scatter	by	Dennis	Gallegos	in	1986	and	is	described	as	
consisting	of	two	cores	and	about	15	flakes.		An	updated	site	record,	prepared	in	1993	by	Del	James	and	his	
associates,	described	the	site	as	a	moderate	lithic	scatter,	with	one	bedrock	milling	slick	and	more	than	100	
lithic	artifacts,	 including	three	cores,	a	scraper,	 three	flake	tools,	 two	core	tools,	and	a	hammer	stone.	 	CA‐
SDI‐12,714	has	not	been	evaluated	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.			

CA‐SDI‐12,715 

CA‐SDI‐12,715	was	recorded	by	Dennis	Gallegos	in	1986	and	is	described	as	a	dispersed	lithic	scatter,	with	
two	 cores	 and	 approximately	 20	 flakes.	 	 CA‐SDI‐12,715	has	 not	 been	 evaluated	 for	 listing	 in	 the	National	
Register.			

CA‐SDI‐12,716 

CA‐SDI‐12,716	was	initially	recorded	as	a	single	bedrock	milling	slick	in	1986	by	Harry	Price.	 	An	updated	
site	record,	prepared	in	1993	by	Del	James	and	his	associates,	also	noted	the	presence	of	a	very	light	lithic	
scatter,	consisting	of	three	flakes,	and	an	historic‐period	trash	scatter	with	at	least	10	pieces	of	purple	and	
aqua	glass.		CA‐SDI‐12,716	has	not	been	evaluated	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.			

CA‐SDI‐12,722 

CA‐SDI‐12,722	was	recorded	as	a	small	lithic	scatter	by	Harry	Price	in	1986	and	is	described	as	consisting	of	
a	small	core	and	15	to	20	flakes.		CA‐SDI‐12,722	has	not	been	evaluated	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.			
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CA‐SDI‐12,723 

CA‐SDI‐12,723	was	recorded	by	Dennis	Gallegos	 in	1986	and	is	described	as	a	single	bedrock	milling	slick	
and	one	lithic	flake.		CA‐SDI‐12,723	has	not	been	evaluated	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.			

CA‐SDI‐12,889 

CA‐SDI‐12,889	was	recorded	by	Danielle	Huey	and	Scott	Campbell	 in	1991	and	 it	 is	described	as	a	 sparse	
lithic	 scatter	 composed	 of	 four	 flakes.	 	 CA‐SDI‐12,889	 has	 not	 been	 evaluated	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	
Register.			

CA‐SDI‐13,224 

CA‐SDI‐13,224	was	 recorded	 by	 Steve	 Briggs	 and	 his	 associates	 in	 1993	 and	 is	 described	 as	 a	 light	 lithic	
scatter	with	two	cores	and	about	seven	pieces	of	lithic	debitage.		CA‐SDI‐13,224	has	not	been	evaluated	for	
listing	in	the	National	Register.			

P‐37‐015201, ‐015213, and ‐015214 

P‐37‐015201,	 ‐015213	 and	 ‐015214	were	 recorded	 in	 1991	 by	 Huey	 et	 al.	 and	 are	 described	 as	 isolated	
prehistoric	flakes.		Given	the	unlikelihood	for	these	isolate	resource	to	retain	additional	buried	components	
that	 would	 yield	 information	 important	 to	 the	 study	 of	 history	 or	 prehistory,	 these	 resources	 are	
recommended	as		ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.	

P‐37‐015366 

P‐37‐015366	was	 recorded	 in	1993	by	Cooley	 et	 al.	 and	 is	 described	 as	 an	 isolated	prehistoric	 flake	 tool.		
Given	 the	 unlikelihood	 for	 this	 isolate	 resource	 to	 retain	 additional	 buried	 components	 that	 would	 yield	
information	important	to	the	study	of	history	or	prehistory,	P‐37‐015366	is	recommended	as	ineligible	for	
listing	in	the	National	Register.	

P‐37‐015367, ‐015368, ‐015369, ‐015370, and ‐015372 

P‐37‐015367,	 ‐015368,	 ‐015369,	 ‐015370,	 and	 ‐015372	 were	 recorded	 in	 1993	 by	 Cooley	 et	 al.	 and	 are	
described	as	isolated	prehistoric	flakes.		Given	the	unlikelihood	for	these	isolate	resource	to	retain	additional	
buried	components	 that	would	yield	 information	 important	 to	 the	study	of	history	or	prehistory,	 they	are	
recommended	as	ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.	

Human Remains 

As	discussed	earlier,	 during	archaeological	 test	 excavations	 at	 the	alternative	 site,	 “small	pieces	of	human	
bone	were	encountered	and	the	County	Coroner	and	NAHC	were	notified,”	(County	of	San	Diego	2011:13).		
According	to	the	County,	the	results	of	the	testing	and	evaluation	effort	will	be	detailed	in	a	technical	report.			

4.5.1.8.2  Design Features  

No	design	features	for	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	are	associated	with	cultural	resources.	
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4.5.1.8.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	a	known	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.	

Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 CUL‐1:	 	 The	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 could	 result	 in	 a	 significant	
impact	to	CA‐SDI‐10,082,	 ‐11,796H,	 ‐11,797H,	 ‐12,701,	 ‐12,704,	 ‐12,705,	 ‐12,714,	 ‐12,715,	 ‐12,716,	 ‐
12,722,	 ‐12,723,	 ‐12,889,	 and	 ‐13,224	 if	 these	 resource	 are	 determined	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	
National	Register.		With	the	incorporation	of	mitigation	measures	no	significant	adverse	effect	would	
occur.	

CA‐SDI‐10,082,	‐11,796H,	‐11,797H,	‐12,701,	‐12,704,	‐12,705,	‐12,714,	‐12,715,	‐12,716,	‐12,722,	‐12,723,	‐
12,889,	and	‐13,224	are	cultural	resources	that	have	been	identified	within	the	alternative	site	area.	 	They	
have	not	been	evaluated	 for	 listing	 in	National	Register	 therefore	additional	 studies	shall	be	warranted	 to	
conduct	formal	evaluations	of	these	resources.		The	additional	studies	shall	determine	whether	the	resources	
are	 eligible	 for	 listing	on	 the	National	Register,	 and	 if	 so,	whether	 the	proposed	undertaking	will	 have	 an	
adverse	 effect	 on	 those	 eligible	 resources.	 	 Phase	 II	 testing	 and	 evaluation	 excavations	 of	 historical	 and	
archaeological	 resource	 with	 the	 alternative	 site	 are	 currently	 taking	 place	 (County	 of	 San	 Diego	 2011).		
Implementation	 of	 MM	 East	 Otay	 CUL‐1	 and	 ‐2	 would	 ensure	 that	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 these	
resources	would	be	reduced	to	below	the	criterion.			

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	CUL‐2:		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	result	in	no	impact	to	P‐37‐
015201,	 ‐015213,	 ‐015214,	 ‐015366,	 ‐015367,	 ‐015368,	 ‐015369,	 ‐015370,	 and	 ‐015372	 because	
these	 resources	 are	 recommended	 as	 ineligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register.	 	 As	 these	
resources	are	not	considered	historic	properties,	no	impact	would	occur.			

P‐37‐015201,	 ‐015213,	 ‐015214,	 ‐015366,	 ‐015367,	 ‐015368,	 ‐015369,	 ‐015370,	 and	 ‐015372	 are	 isolate	
resources	 that	 lack	 a	 potential	 to	 retain	 additional	 buried	 components	 that	 would	 yield	 information	
important	to	the	study	of	history	or	prehistory.		Therefore,	these	resources	are	recommended	ineligible	for	
listing	in	the	National	Register	and	no	impacts	would	occur.			

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	an	unknown	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	CUL‐3:		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	could	result	in	significant	adverse	
effects	 to	 unknown	National	Register‐eligible	 cultural	 resources	 that	may	 be	 encountered	 during	
construction	of	 the	 alternative	 site.	 	With	 the	 incorporation	of	mitigation	measures	no	 significant	
adverse	effect	would	occur.	

Given	 the	 identification	 of	 81	 cultural	 resources	 within	 a	 one‐mile	 radius	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	 and	 22	
cultural	 resources	within	 the	 alternative	 site,	 buried	 and	 undiscovered	 National	 Register‐eligible	 cultural	
resources	may	be	present	throughout	the	APE	of	the	site.	 	Therefore,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	could	
result	in	potentially	significant	impacts	to	unknown	National	Register‐eligible	cultural	resources	that	may	be	
encountered	during	construction	of	the	alternative	site.		Implementation	of	MM	East	Otay	CUL‐3,	‐4,	‐5,	and	‐
6,	 would	 ensure	 that	 no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 unknown	 historic	 properties	 encountered	 during	
construction	would	occur.	
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Mitigation Measures 

MM	 East	 Otay	 CUL‐1.	 	 Conduct	 Additional	 Cultural	 Resources	 Investigations	 to	 Show	
Compliance	with	Section	106.	 	The	lead	federal	agency	shall	comply	with	Section	106.		
At	 a	 minimum,	 the	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 conduct	 a	 Phase	 II	 Cultural	 Resources	
Assessment	 of	 the	 resources	 that	 will	 be	 adversely	 affected	 by	 the	 undertaking.	 	 The	
Phase	 II	assessment	shall	evaluate	the	resource(s)	 for	 listing	in	the	National	Register	of	
Historic	 Places.	 	 If	 enough	 data	 can	 be	 obtained	 from	 previous	 cultural	 resource	
investigations	 to	 conduct	an	adequate	and	defensible	evaluation,	 a	Phase	 II	 assessment	
may	not	be	necessary.	 	Methodologies	for	evaluating	a	resource	can	include,	but	are	not	
limited	 to:	 subsurface	 archaeological	 excavations,	 additional	 background	 research,	 and	
coordination	with	interested	individuals	in	the	community.17	

MM	East	Otay	CUL‐2.	 	Prepare	MOA	 if	Undertaking	Will	Cause	an	Adverse	Effect	 to	Historic	
Properties.	 	 If	 the	undertaking	will	have	an	adverse	effect	 to	National	Register‐eligible	
cultural	resources	that	are	present	within	the	APE,	the	lead	federal	agency	shall	develop	
and	execute	an	MOA	with	the	SHPO	and	other	interested	parties	that	details	the	measures	
to	 avoid,	 reduce,	 or	mitigate	 adverse	 effects	 to	 historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources	
determined	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 National	 Register.	 	 As	 part	 of	 the	 MOA,	 the	 lead	
federal	 agency	 shall	 prepare	 and	 implement	 a	Historic	 Property	 Treatment	 Plan	which	
incorporates	 specific	 measures	 for	 the	 treatment	 of	 National	 Register‐eligible	 cultural	
resources.	 	 These	 measures	 typically	 include	 additional	 subsurface	 archaeological	
excavations	(i.e.,	data	recovery),	avoidance,	documentation	and	recordation,	treatment	in	
accordance	with	the	Secretary	of	Interior’s	Standards,	and/or	construction	monitoring.			

MM	East	Otay	CUL‐3	through	CUL‐6	would	be	included	as	part	of	the	MOA,	if	an	MOA	is	required.		If	an	MOA	
is	not	 required,	 these	mitigation	measures	shall	be	 included	as	conditions	of	 approval	 for	 the	Section	404	
permit.		

MM	East	Otay	CUL‐3.	 	Archaeological	and	Native	American	Monitoring	During	Construction.		
An	 archaeologist	 meeting	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	 Professional	 Qualification	
Standards	(the	“Archaeologist”)	and	a	Native	American	monitor	shall	be	retained	by	the	
Permittee	and	approved	by	the	lead	federal	agency.		The	Archaeologist	shall	supervise	a	
qualified	 archaeological	monitor	who	 shall	 be	 present,	 along	with	 the	Native	American	
monitor,	during	construction	excavations	that	include	grading,	trenching	grubbing,	or	any	
other	construction	excavation	activity	associated	with	construction	of	the	undertaking.		

MM	 East	 Otay	 CUL‐4.	 	 Permittee	 to	 Contact	 Lead	 Federal	 Agency	 if	 Previously	 Unknown	
Archaeological	 or	Historical	Resources	 are	 Encountered	During	 Construction.	 	 If	
archaeological	 resources	 (historic	 or	 prehistoric)	 are	 encountered	 during	
implementation	 of	 the	 undertaking,	 ground‐disturbing	 activities	 shall	 temporarily	 be	
redirected	from	the	vicinity	of	the	find.		The	Permittee	shall	 immediately	notify	the	lead	
federal	 agency	of	 the	 find.	 	 The	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 then	 comply	with	procedures	
outlined	in	36	CFR	800.13.		The	lead	federal	agency	shall	coordinate	with	the	Permittee	as	
to	the	immediate	treatment	of	the	find	until	a	proper	site	visit	and	evaluation	is	made	by	

																																																													
17		 Statistical	Research,	Inc.	is	currently	conducting	Phase	II	evaluations	of	historical	and	archaeological	resource	with	the	alternative	

site	(County	of	San	Diego	2011).	



December 2012    4.5.1  Historical and Archeological Resources 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.5.1‐57	 	

the	lead	federal	agency.		The	lead	federal	agency	may	request	the	assistance	of	a	qualified	
archaeological	consultant	to	assist	in	compliance	with	36	CFR	800.13.	

MM	East	Otay	CUL‐5.	 	Cease	Ground‐Disturbing	Activities	and	Report	 if	Human	Remains	are	
Encountered.	 	 If	human	remains	are	encountered	unexpectedly	during	 implementation	
of	 the	alternative,	State	Health	and	Safety	Code	Section	7050.5	requires	 that	no	 further	
disturbance	shall	occur	until	 the	County	Coroner	has	made	the	necessary	 findings	as	 to	
origin	and	disposition	pursuant	to	PRC	Section	5097.98.		If	the	remains	are	determined	to	
be	of	Native	American	descent,	the	coroner	has	24	hours	to	notify	the	NAHC.		The	NAHC	
shall	 then	 identify	 the	 person(s)	 thought	 to	 be	 the	 MLD.	 	 The	 MLD	 may,	 with	 the	
permission	of	the	land	owner,	or	his	or	her	authorized	representative,	inspect	the	site	of	
the	discovery	of	the	Native	American	remains	and	may	recommend	to	the	owner	or	the	
person	 responsible	 for	 the	 excavation	 work	 means	 for	 treating	 or	 disposing,	 with	
appropriate	 dignity,	 the	 human	 remains	 and	 any	 associated	 grave	 goods.	 	 The	
descendants	shall	 complete	 their	 inspection	and	make	 their	recommendation	within	48	
hours	 of	 being	 granted	 access	 by	 the	 land	 owner	 to	 inspect	 the	 discovery.	 	 The	
recommendation	 may	 include	 the	 scientific	 removal	 and	 nondestructive	 analysis	 of	
human	remains	and	items	associated	with	Native	American	burials.	 	Upon	the	discovery	
of	the	Native	American	remains,	the	landowner	shall	ensure	that	the	immediate	vicinity,	
according	to	generally	accepted	cultural	or	archaeological	standards	or	practices,	where	
the	Native	American	human	remains	are	located,	is	not	damaged	or	disturbed	by	further	
development	activity	until	 the	 landowner	has	discussed	and	conferred,	as	prescribed	 in	
this	Mitigation	Measure,	with	 the	MLD	 regarding	 their	 recommendations,	 if	 applicable,	
taking	 into	 account	 the	 possibility	 of	 multiple	 human	 remains.	 	 The	 landowner	 shall	
discuss	 and	 confer	 with	 the	 descendants	 all	 reasonable	 options	 regarding	 the	
descendants'	preferences	for	treatment.	

	 Whenever	 the	NAHC	 is	unable	 to	 identify	 a	MLD,	 or	 the	MLD	 identified	 fails	 to	make	 a	
recommendation,	 or	 the	 landowner	 or	 his	 or	 her	 authorized	 representative	 rejects	 the	
recommendation	of	the	descendants	and	the	mediation	provided	for	in	Subdivision	(k)	of	
Section	5097.94,	 if	 invoked,	 fails	 to	provide	measures	 acceptable	 to	 the	 landowner,	 the	
landowner	 or	 his	 or	 her	 authorized	 representative	 shall	 inter	 the	 human	 remains	 and	
items	associated	with	Native	American	human	remains	with	appropriate	dignity	on	 the	
property	in	a	location	not	subject	to	further	and	future	subsurface	disturbance.			

MM	East	Otay	CUL‐6:	 	Prepare	Monitoring	Report.	 	The	lead	federal	agency	shall	prepare	a	final	
monitoring	report	at	the	conclusion	of	the	monitoring	effort	to	be	filed	with	the	Permittee	
and	 the	South	Coastal	 Information	Center.		The	report	 shall	 include	documentation	and	
interpretation	of	resources	recovered.		 Interpretation	shall	 include	full	evaluation	of	the	
eligibility	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 National	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places.		 The	 landowner,	 in	
consultation	 with	 the	 lead	 federal	 agency	 and	 the	 Native	 American	 monitor,	 shall	
designate	repositories	in	the	event	that	resources	are	recovered.		
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4.5.1.9  SYCAMORE CANYON EXPANSION ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.1.9.1  Affected Environment 

Area of Potential Effects 

An	APE	was	not	established	for	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative.	 	For	purposes	of	this	EIS,	the	
APE	is	assumed	to	encompass	the	approximately	603‐acre	alternative	site.18			

Environmental Setting 

The	 approximately	603‐acre	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	 is	 located	 in	west‐central	 San	Diego	
County,	 northwest	 of	 Santee,	 east	 of	 the	 Scripps	Miramar	 Ranch,	 and	 south	 of	 Poway.	 	 It	 lies	 within	 the	
coastal	plains	geomorphic	province	of	western	San	Diego	County.	 	 It	consists	of	the	steep	terrain	in	south‐
draining	Little	Sycamore	Canyon,	a	tributary	of	the	San	Diego	River,	and	on	the	ridges	bordering	that	canyon	
between	Spring	Canyon	on	the	west	and	Sycamore	Canyon	on	the	east.		Elevations	within	the	alternative	site	
range	between	about	97	and	267	m	(320‐876	ft.).		Geologically,	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	
site	 is	 underlain	 primarily	 by	 Eocene	 sedimentary	 rocks.	 The	 upper	 portions	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	 are	
underlain	 by	 the	 Stadium	 Conglomerate	 formation,	 while	 lower	 areas	 are	 underlain	 by	 the	 earlier	 Friars	
Formation.	 	 The	 canyon	 floor	 contains	Quaternary	 alluvium	 and	 slopewash.	 	 The	 conglomerate	may	 have	
provided	cobbles	for	prehistoric	milling	tools	and	edge	tools.	 	However,	the	Triassic/Jurassic	metavolcanic	
rocks	 of	 the	 Santiago	 Peak	 formation,	 represented	 a	 short	 distance	 to	 the	 west,	 would	 potentially	 have	
offered	materials	 that	were	generally	more	highly	valued	 for	prehistoric	 flaked	 lithic	 tools	 (Laylander	and	
Pham	2012).	

The	climate	in	within	the	vicinity	of	the	alternative	site	is	classified	as	Mediterranean	hot	summer.		The	mean	
January	 minimum	 daily	 temperature	 is	 about	 6°C,	 and	 the	 mean	 July	 maximum	 daily	 temperature	 is	
approximately	28°C.		The	annual	precipitation	averages	about	33	cm,	falling	primarily	in	the	winter	and	early	
spring.	 	Little	Sycamore	Canyon	drains	into	the	San	Diego	River	just	south	of	the	alternative	area.	 	The	San	
Diego	River,	one	of	the	region’s	largest	drainages,	enters	the	Pacific	Ocean	between	the	Mission	Beach	and	
Ocean	Beach	sections	of	the	City	of	San	Diego,	about	14	km	southwest	of	the	alternative	site	(Ibid.).	

The	 natural	 vegetation	 zone	 for	 the	 alternative	 site	 is	 chaparral.	 	 Characteristic	 chaparral	 species	 include	
chamise	 (Adenostoma	 fasciculatum),	 California	 lilac	 (Ceanothus	 spp.),	 manzanita	 (Arctostaphylos	 spp.),	
redshank	(Adenostoma	sparsifolium),	and	various	kinds	of	oak	(Quercus	spp.).	Riparian	taxa	are	present	on	
the	 floor	 of	 the	 canyon.	 	 The	 natural	 vegetation	 has	 been	 displaced	 in	 substantial	 areas	 as	 a	 result	 of	
operations	of	the	existing	Sycamore	Landfill	(Ibid.).	

Historic Period Themes and Periods of Significance 

Site	specific	historic	period	themes	and	periods	of	significance	have	not	been	established	for	this	alternative	
since	no	site‐specific	archival	research	such	as	review	of	newspaper	articles,	county	tax	records,	historical	
photographs,	 oral	 history	 collections,	 and	 other	 published	 sources	was	 conducted	 to	 further	 research	 the	
historical	 significance	 of	 the	 site.	 	 However,	 the	more	 general	 cultural	 setting	 discussion	 provided	 in	 the	

																																																													
18		 If	an	APE	 is	established	 in	 the	 future	 that	extends	beyond	 the	alternative	 site,	 then	additional	cultural	resources	analysis	may	be	

warranted.			
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analysis	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 also	 applies	 to	 this	 alternative	 site,	 except	 for	 the	
ethnographic	group	affiliated	with	the	alternative	site.	 	The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	is	
located	within	the	ethnographic	territory	of	the	Kumeyaay.	 	The	lifeways	of	the	Kumeyaay	were	similar	to	
the	lifeways	of	the	Luiseño which are described earlier in this EIS section.  	

Historical  and  Archaeological  Resources  Identified  Within  the  Sycamore  Canyon  Expansion 

Alternative. 

The	 records	 search	 through	 the	 SCIC	 revealed	 that	 13	 previous	 cultural	 resource	 reports	 had	 addressed	
portions	of	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site.		Collectively,	these	studies	have	addressed	100	
percent	of	the	entire	603‐acre	alternative	site.			

The	 records	 search	also	 revealed	 that	no	 cultural	 resources	 are	 located	within	 the	alternative	 site	 and	99	
cultural	resources	are	located	within	a	one‐mile	radius.		Prehistoric	archaeological	sites	account	for	48	of	the	
99	resources	recorded	with	a	one‐mile	radius,	and	45	are	isolated	prehistoric	artifacts.		Three	resources	are	
historical	 archaeological	 sites	 or	 features.	 	 Since	 there	 are	 no	 recorded	 cultural	 resources	 within	 the	
alternative	site,	no	detailed	descriptions	are	provided.		

4.5.1.9.2  Design Features  

No	design	features	for	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	are	associated	with	cultural	resources.	

4.5.1.9.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	a	known	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	CUL‐1:		The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	result	in	no	
impact	 to	 known	historical	 and	 archaeological	 resources	 since	 no	 resources	have	 been	 identified	
within	the	alternative	site	area.			

No	historical	or	archaeological	resources	have	been	identified	in	the	alternative	site;	 therefore,	no	impacts	
would	occur.			

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	and	archaeological	resources	if	it	would	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	to	an	unknown	historic	property	pursuant	to	Section	106.	

Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 CUL‐2:	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 could	 result	 in	
significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 unknown	 National	 Register‐eligible	 cultural	 resources	 that	may	 be	
encountered	 during	 construction	 of	 the	 alternative	 site.	 	 With	 the	 incorporation	 of	 mitigation	
measures	no	significant	adverse	effect	would	occur.	

Given	 the	degree	of	previous	disturbance	and	 the	nature	of	 the	existing	steep	 terrain,	 the	probability	 that	
National	Register‐eligible	resources	are	present	at	depth	within	the	APE	appears	to	be	low.		However,	given	
the	 identification	 of	 99	 cultural	 resources	 within	 a	 one‐mile	 radius	 of	 the	 alternative	 site,	 buried	 and	
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undiscovered	 National	 Register‐eligible	 cultural	 resources	 still	 may	 be	 present	 throughout	 the	 site.		
Therefore,	 the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative,	 in	particular,	 the	 implementation	of	 the	proposed	
widening	of	Mast	Boulevard,	could	result	in	significant	adverse	effects	to	unknown	National	Register‐eligible	
cultural	resources	that	may	be	encountered	during	construction	of	 the	alternative	site.	 	 Implementation	of	
MM	Sycamore	 CUL‐1,	 ‐2,	 ‐3,	 and	 ‐4,	 	would	 ensure	 that	 potential	 significant	 impacts	 to	 unknown	historic	
properties	encountered	during	construction	would	be	reduced	to	a	less	than	significant	level.		

Mitigation Measures 

MM	Sycamore	CUL‐1.	 	Archaeological	and	Native	American	Monitoring	During	Construction.		
An	 archaeologist	 meeting	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	 Professional	 Qualification	
Standards	(the	“Archaeologist”)	and	a	Native	American	monitor	shall	be	retained	by	the	
Permittee	and	approved	by	the	lead	federal	agency.		The	Archaeologist	shall	supervise	a	
qualified	 archaeological	monitor	who	 shall	 be	 present,	 along	with	 the	Native	American	
monitor,	during	construction	excavations	that	include	grading,	trenching	grubbing,	or	any	
other	construction	excavation	activity	associated	with	construction	of	the	undertaking.		

MM	 Sycamore	 CUL‐2.	 	 Permittee	 to	 Contact	 Lead	 Federal	 Agency	 if	 Previously	 Unknown	
Archaeological	 or	Historical	Resources	 are	 Encountered	During	 Construction.	 	 If	
archaeological	 resources	 (historic	 or	 prehistoric)	 are	 encountered	 during	
implementation	 of	 the	 undertaking,	 ground‐disturbing	 activities	 shall	 temporarily	 be	
redirected	from	the	vicinity	of	the	find.		The	Permittee	shall	 immediately	notify	the	lead	
federal	 agency	of	 the	 find.	 	 The	 lead	 federal	 agency	 shall	 then	 comply	with	procedures	
outlined	in	36	CFR	800.13.		The	lead	federal	agency	shall	coordinate	with	the	Permittee	as	
to	the	immediate	treatment	of	the	find	until	a	proper	site	visit	and	evaluation	is	made	by	
the	lead	federal	agency.		The	lead	federal	agency	may	request	the	assistance	of	a	qualified	
archaeological	consultant	to	assist	in	compliance	with	36	CFR	800.13.	

MM	Sycamore	CUL‐3.	 	Cease	Ground‐Disturbing	Activities	and	Report	 if	Human	Remains	are	
Encountered.	 	 If	human	remains	are	encountered	unexpectedly	during	 implementation	
of	 the	alternative,	State	Health	and	Safety	Code	Section	7050.5	requires	 that	no	 further	
disturbance	shall	occur	until	 the	County	Coroner	has	made	the	necessary	 findings	as	 to	
origin	and	disposition	pursuant	to	PRC	Section	5097.98.		If	the	remains	are	determined	to	
be	of	Native	American	descent,	the	coroner	has	24	hours	to	notify	the	NAHC.		The	NAHC	
shall	 then	 identify	 the	 person(s)	 thought	 to	 be	 the	 MLD.	 	 The	 MLD	 may,	 with	 the	
permission	of	the	land	owner,	or	his	or	her	authorized	representative,	inspect	the	site	of	
the	discovery	of	the	Native	American	remains	and	may	recommend	to	the	owner	or	the	
person	 responsible	 for	 the	 excavation	 work	 means	 for	 treating	 or	 disposing,	 with	
appropriate	 dignity,	 the	 human	 remains	 and	 any	 associated	 grave	 goods.	 	 The	
descendants	shall	 complete	 their	 inspection	and	make	 their	recommendation	within	48	
hours	 of	 being	 granted	 access	 by	 the	 land	 owner	 to	 inspect	 the	 discovery.	 	 The	
recommendation	 may	 include	 the	 scientific	 removal	 and	 nondestructive	 analysis	 of	
human	remains	and	items	associated	with	Native	American	burials.	 	Upon	the	discovery	
of	the	Native	American	remains,	the	landowner	shall	ensure	that	the	immediate	vicinity,	
according	to	generally	accepted	cultural	or	archaeological	standards	or	practices,	where	
the	Native	American	human	remains	are	located,	is	not	damaged	or	disturbed	by	further	
development	activity	until	 the	 landowner	has	discussed	and	conferred,	as	prescribed	 in	
this	Mitigation	Measure,	with	 the	MLD	 regarding	 their	 recommendations,	 if	 applicable,	
taking	 into	 account	 the	 possibility	 of	 multiple	 human	 remains.	 	 The	 landowner	 shall	
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discuss	 and	 confer	 with	 the	 descendants	 all	 reasonable	 options	 regarding	 the	
descendants'	preferences	for	treatment.	

	 Whenever	 the	NAHC	 is	unable	 to	 identify	 a	MLD,	 or	 the	MLD	 identified	 fails	 to	make	 a	
recommendation,	 or	 the	 landowner	 or	 his	 or	 her	 authorized	 representative	 rejects	 the	
recommendation	of	the	descendants	and	the	mediation	provided	for	in	Subdivision	(k)	of	
Section	5097.94,	 if	 invoked,	 fails	 to	provide	measures	 acceptable	 to	 the	 landowner,	 the	
landowner	 or	 his	 or	 her	 authorized	 representative	 shall	 inter	 the	 human	 remains	 and	
items	associated	with	Native	American	human	remains	with	appropriate	dignity	on	 the	
property	in	a	location	not	subject	to	further	and	future	subsurface	disturbance.			

MM	Sycamore	CULT‐4:		Prepare	Monitoring	Report.		The	lead	federal	agency	shall	prepare	a	final	
monitoring	report	at	the	conclusion	of	the	monitoring	effort	to	be	filed	with	the	Permittee	
and	 the	South	Coastal	 Information	Center.		The	report	 shall	 include	documentation	and	
interpretation	of	resources	recovered.		 Interpretation	shall	 include	full	evaluation	of	the	
eligibility	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 National	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places.		 The	 landowner,	 in	
consultation	 with	 the	 lead	 federal	 agency	 and	 the	 Native	 American	 monitor,	 shall	
designate	repositories	in	the	event	that	resources	are	recovered.		
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4.5  CULTURAL RESOURCES 
4.5.2  TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTIES 

INTRODUCTION 

This	section	provides	an	analysis	of	Traditional	Cultural	Properties	(TCPs)	and,	where	applicable,	identifies	
impacts	and	mitigation	measures	for	the	alternatives.		A	TCP,	as	defined	by	the	National	Register	of	Historic	
Places	 (NRHP),	 is	 a	property	which	embodies	 the	beliefs,	 customs,	 and	practices	of	 a	 living	 community	of	
people	that	have	been	passed	down	through	the	generations.		Significant	TCPs	are	those	which	meet	one	or	
more	criteria	for	listing	in	the	NRHP.			

The	 primary	 data	 used	 to	 identify,	 document,	 and	 evaluate	 TCPs	 was	 obtained	 through	 ethnographic,	
ethnohistorical,	historical,	and	archaeological	studies,	and	consultation	with	knowledgeable	informants.		The	
primary	data	sources	used	for	this	analysis	include	the	following	documents:	

 Ethnographic	Study	of	Native	American	Resources	for	the	proposed	North	County	Landfill,	San	Diego	
County,	California	(Shipek	and	Elling	1990);	

 Ethnohistory	 and	Native	 American	 Consultation	 for	 the	 Proposed	Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 Project	
(Baksh	and	Underwood	1998);	

 National	Register	of	Historic	Places	Registration	Form	for	Gregory	Mountain	(Chokla)	(Baksh	2009);			

 Letter	 from	D.	 J.	 Castanon,	 Chief,	 Regulatory	Division,	USACE,	 to	M.	W.	Donaldson,	 California	 State	
Historic	 Preservation	Officer,	 requesting	 comments	 on	 the	 appropriateness	 of	 a	 proposed	 Area	 of	
Potential	 Effects	 (APE)	 for	 preparing	 cultural	 resources	 documentation	 for	 the	 proposed	 Gregory	
Landfill	Project	(Castanon	2011a);	

 Fourteen	 letters	 from	 D.	 J.	 Castanon,	 Chief,	 Regulatory	 Division,	 USACE,	 to	 Tribes	 in	 the	 region	
requesting	 comments	 on	 the	 appropriateness	 of	 a	 proposed	 APE	 for	 preparing	 cultural	 resources	
documentation	 for	 the	 proposed	 Gregory	 Landfill	 Project.	 	 On	 file,	 USACE,	 Los	 Angeles	 (Castanon	
2011b‐o).	

 Letter	from	M.	W.	Donaldson,	State	Historic	Preservation	Officer,	California,	to	D.	J.	Castanon,	Chief,	
Regulatory	 Division,	 USACE,	 concurring	 with	 the	 APE	 proposed	 by	 USACE	 for	 preparing	 cultural	
resources	documentation	for	the	proposed	Gregory	Landfill	Project		(Donaldson	2011);			

 Letter	from	S.	C.	Gaughen,	Tribal	Historic	Preservation	Officer	(THPO),	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians,	
to	D.	J.	Castanon,	Chief,	Regulatory	Division,	USACE,	and	regarding	“Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Project,	
File	No.	SPL‐2010‐00354‐SDM,	Cultural	Resources	of	Importance	within	the	Project	APE”	(Gaughen	
2011);	

 Letter	from	A.	Hoover,	Cultural	Analyst,	Temecula	Band	of	Luiseño	Mission	Indians,	to	D.		J.		Castanon,	
Chief,	Regulatory	Division,	USACE,	and	regarding	“Pechanga	Tribe	Comments	on	the	Determination	
of	the	Gregory	Canyon	Area	of	Potential	Effects	as	Required	for	a	Section	404	Permit”	(Hoover	2011);	

 Letter	 from	M.	 Lopez‐Keifer,	 Tribal	 Legal	 Counsel,	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians,	 to	 D.	 J.	
Castanon,	 Chief,	 Regulatory	 Division,	 USACE,	 and	 regarding	 “Comment	 Letter	 in	 the	 Section	 106	
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National	Historic	Preservation	Act	Consultation	Request	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	Ltd.		Landfill	Project,	
County	of	San	Diego,	State	of	California	(Corps	File	No.	SPL‐2010‐00354‐SDM)”	(Lopez‐Keifer	2011);	

 Cultural	Resources	Assessment	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Project,	Northern	San	Diego	County,	
California	(Cook	et	al.	2012);	

 Preliminary	 Cultural	 Resources	 Assessment	 for	 Five	 Off‐Site	 Alternatives	 to	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	
Landfill	Project,	San	Diego	County,	California	(Laylander	and	Pham	2012);	

 Sycamore	 Landfill	 Master	 Development	 Plan,	 San	 Diego,	 California:	 Revised	 Draft	 Environmental	
Impact	Report	(DEIR)	(City	of	San	Diego	2012);	

 Letter	 from	D.	 J.	 Castanon,	 Chief,	 Regulatory	Division,	USACE,	 to	M.	W.	Donaldson,	 California	 State	
Historic	Preservation	Officer,	requesting	concurrence	with	proposed	NRHP	eligibility	determinations	
for	41	cultural	resources	within	the	proposed	Gregory	Landfill	Project	APE.		(Castanon	2012a);	

 Letter	from	M.	W.	Donaldson,	State	Historic	Preservation	Officer,	California,	to	D.	J.	Castanon,	Chief,	
Regulatory	 Division,	 USACE,	 regarding	 determinations	 of	 cultural	 resources	 NRHP	 eligibility	 and	
adverse	affects	for	the	proposed	Gregory	Landfill	Project.		(Donaldson	2012);			

 Fourteen	 letters	 from	 D.	 J.	 Castanon	 Chief,	 Regulatory	 Division,	 USACE,	 to	 Tribes	 in	 the	 region	
requesting	 comments	 on	 the	 appropriateness	 of	 proposed	 NRHP	 eligibility	 determinations	 for	 41	
cultural	 resources	within	 the	 proposed	Gregory	 Landfill	 Project	 APE.	 	 On	 file,	 USACE,	 Los	Angeles	
(Castanon	2012b‐o);	

 Letter	 from	 R.	 Duro,	 Rincon	 Culture	 Committee	 Chair,	 Rincon	 Band	 of	 Luiseño	 Indians,	 to	 D.	 	 J.		
Castanon,	Chief,	Regulatory	Division,	USACE,	and	regarding	 “Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Project	along	
the	San	Luis	Rey	River,	San	Diego	County,	California.”		(Duro	2012);	

 Letter	 from	A.	Hoover,	Cultural	Analyst,	Temecula	Band	of	Luiseño	Mission	Indians,	 to	D.	S.	Dibble,	
Senior	Archaeologist,	Regulatory	Division,	USACE,	and	regarding	“Pechanga	Tribe	Comments	on	the	
National	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places	 Eligibility	 Determinations	 for	 the	 Gregory	 Mountain	 Landfill	
Project.”		(Hoover	2012);	

 Letter	from	S.	C.	Gaughen,	Tribal	Historic	Preservation	Officer,	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians,	to	D.	J.	
Castanon,	 Chief,	 Regulatory	 Division,	 USACE,	 and	 regarding	 “Inventory	 and	 Determinations	 of	
National	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places	 Eligibility,	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 Project”	 	 (Gaughen	 2012);	
and	

 Letter	 from	M.	 Lopez‐Keifer,	 Tribal	 Legal	 Counsel,	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians,	 to	 D.	 J.	
Castanon,	Chief,	Regulatory	Division,	USACE,	and	regarding	“Tribal	Comments	Regarding	the	Corps	of	
Engineers’	Inventory	and	Determinations	of	National	Register	of	Historic	Places	Eligibility	and	Effect	for	
all	 Identified	Resources	Within	 the	Area	of	Potential	Effects	 for	 the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	Project.”		
(Lopez‐Keifer	2012).	

The	 NRHP	 Registration	 Form	 for	 Gregory	 Mountain	 (Baksh	 2009)	 was	 prepared	 and	 submitted	 to	 the	
California	 State	 Historic	 Preservation	 Officer	 (SHPO)	 on	 behalf	 of	 the	 Pala	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians	 (a	
federally	recognized	Indian	Tribe).	 	Letters	between	the	USACE	and	the	California	SHPO	(Castanon	2011a,	
2012a;	Donaldson	2011,	2012)	represent	the	USACE’s	consultation	with	the	California	SHPO	regarding	the	
appropriateness	of	 the	APE	of	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative,	 and	 regarding	 the	NRHP	eligibility	 of	
cultural	 resources	within	 the	 APE	 and	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 to	 the	 NRHP‐
eligible	cultural	resources	within	the	APE.		Three	letters	(Hoover	2011;	Gaughen	2011;	Lopez‐Keifer	2011)	
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were	submitted	to	the	USACE	by	the	Temecula	Band	of	Luiseño	Mission	Indians,	 the	San	Luis	Rey	Band	of	
Mission	 Indians,	 and	 the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	 Indians	 in	 response	 to	 requests	 from	 the	USACE	 (Castanon	
2011b‐o)	to	comment	on	the	Area	of	Potential	Effect	(APE)	proposed	by	the	USACE	for	evaluation	of	cultural	
resources.		Four	letters	(Duro	2012;	Gaughen	2012;	Hoover	2012;	Lopez‐Keifer	2012)	were	submitted	to	the	
USACE	 by	 the	 Rincon	 Band	 of	 Luiseño	 Indians,	 the	 Pala	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians,	 the	 Temecula	 Band	 of	
Luiseño	Mission	Indians,	and	the	San	Luis	Rey	Band	of	Mission	Indians	in	response	to	requests	for	comments	
from	 the	 USACE	 (Castanon	 2012b‐o)	 to	 comment	 on	 proposed	 NRHP	 eligibility	 determinations	 for	 41	
cultural	resources	within	the	proposed	Gregory	Landfill	Project	APE.	 	The	two	cultural	resources	technical	
reports	(Cook	et	al.	2012;	Laylander	and	Pham	2012)	were	prepared	to	assist	the	USACE	in	their	compliance	
with	 the	 NEPA	 and	 the	 National	 Historic	 Preservation	 Act	 (NHPA).	 	 The	 two	 ethnography/ethnohistory	
technical	reports	(Baksh	and	Underwood	1998;	Shipek	and	Elling	1990)	were	prepared	to	assist	agencies	in	
prior	regulatory	compliance	efforts.	 	The	Revised	Final	EIR	 for	 the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	
Plan	(City	of	San	Diego)	pertains	 to	 the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative.	 	The	 letters	between	 the	
USACE	and	the	California	SHPO,	an	example	of	each	of	the	form	letters	from	the	USACE	to	Indian	Tribes	and	
the	 distribution	 lists,	 and	 the	 seven	 letters	 received	 from	 the	 tribes	 are	 included	 in	 the	 public	 portion	 of	
Appendix	 H.	 	 The	 NRHP	 Registration	 Form,	 the	 two	 cultural	 resources	 reports,	 and	 the	 two	
ethnography/ethnohistory	reports	are	included	in	the	confidential	portion	of	Appendix	H.1			

Compliance	 with	 the	 NHPA	 requires	 government‐to‐government	 consultation	 with	 federally	 recognized	
Indian	Tribes.	 	The	North	County	alternatives	are	within	the	traditional	aboriginal	 territory	of	 the	Luiseño	
Indians.		The	federally	recognized	Luiseño	Indian	Tribes	are:		

 La	Jolla	Band	of	Luiseno	Mission	Indians	of	the	La	Jolla	Reservation	

 Pala	Band	of	Luiseño	Mission	Indians	of	the	Pala	Reservation	(“Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians”)	

 Pauma	Band	of	Luiseño	Mission	Indians	of	the	Pauma	and	Yuima	Reservation	

 Pechanga	Band	of	Luiseño	Mission	Indians	of	the	Pechanga	Reservation	(“Temecula	Band	of	Luiseño	
Mission	Indians”)	

 Rincon	Band	of	Luiseño	Mission	Indians	of	the	Rincon	Reservation	

 Soboba	Band	of	Luiseño	Indians	

The	San	Luis	Rey	Band	of	Mission	 Indians	 is	a	Luiseño	group	that	 is	not	 federally	recognized	as	an	 Indian	
Tribe.	

The	USACE	 is	currently	 in	 further	consultation	with	 Indian	Tribes	 in	 the	North	County.	 	The	South	County	
alternatives	 are	 within	 the	 traditional	 aboriginal	 territory	 of	 the	 Kumeyaay	 Indians.	 	 The	 federally	
recognized	Kumeyaay	Indian	Tribes	are:	

 Barona	Band	of	Mission	Indians	

 Campo	Kumeyaay	Nation	

 Ewiiaapaayp	Band	of	Kumeyaay	Indians	

 Inaja‐Cosmit	Band	of	Indians	
																																																													
1		 Documents	which	 include	detailed	 cultural	 resource	 location	 information	are	kept	 confidential	 to	help	prevent	 looting	and	other	

damage	to	the	cultural	resources.		
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 Jamul	Indian	Village	A	Kumeyaay	Nation	

 La	Posta	Band	of	Mission	Indians	

 Manzanita	Band	of	the	Kumeyaay	Nation	

 Mesa	Grande	Band	of	Mission	Indians	

 San	Pasqual	Band	of	Diegueño	Mission	Indians	of	California	

 Santa	Ysabel	Band	of	Diegueño	Indians	

 Sycuan	Band	of	the	Kumeyaay	Nation	

 Viejas	Band	of	Kumeyaay	Indians	

The	NHPA	requires	 that	USACE	consult	with,	and	consider	comments	 from,	 the	California	SHPO	regarding	
the	 adequacy	 of	 the	 APE,	 the	 identification	 and	 evaluation	 of	 historic	 properties	 (including	 TCPs),	 the	
assessment	of	adverse	effects	 to	historic	properties,	and	mitigation	measures	 to	resolve	adverse	effects	 to	
historic	 properties	 as	 detailed	 in	 a	 Historic	 Properties	 Treatment	 Plan	 (HPTP).	 	 It	 also	 requires	 that	 the	
USACE	 enter	 into	 a	 Memorandum	 of	 Agreement	 (MOA)	 with	 the	 California	 SHPO	 regarding	 historic	
properties	 and	 implementation	 of	 a	 HPTP.	 	 USACE	 consultation	 with	 the	 California	 SHPO	 is	 currently	
ongoing,	a	HPTP	has	as	yet	to	be	prepared,	and	a	MOA	is	as	yet	to	be	executed.	

4.5.2.1  REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

4.5.2.1.1  Federal 

The	regulations	 implementing	Section	106	of	 the	NHPA	of	1966,	as	amended,	require	that	the	 lead	federal	
agency	with	jurisdiction	over	a	proposed	federal	undertaking	consider	adverse	effects	to	historic	properties	
before	 that	 undertaking	 occurs	 (a	 NRHP‐eligible	 TCP	 is	 one	 type	 of	 historic	 property).	 	 Compliance	with	
Section	106	requires	a	sequence	of	steps,	often	referred	to	as	the	“Section	106	process.”		These	steps	include:	
(1)	consultation	with	the	California	SHPO	and	other	interested	parties	including	federally	recognized	Indian	
Tribes;	 (2)	 definition	 of	 the	 area	 that	 will	 potentially	 be	 affected	 by	 the	 proposed	 undertaking	 (area	 of	
potential	effects,	i.e.	the	APE);	(3)	inventory	of	cultural	resources	(archaeological,	historical,	and	traditional	
cultural)	within	 the	APE;	 (4)	 evaluation	of	 the	properties	 to	determine	 if	 they	are	 “historic	properties”	 as	
defined	 by	 Section	 106	 (i.e.	 eligible	 for	 NRHP	 listing);	 (5)	 determination	 of	 the	 adverse	 effects	 of	 the	
proposed	 undertaking	 on	 historic	 properties;	 and	 (6)	 execution	 of	 a	 MOA	 between	 the	 USACE	 and	 the	
California	 SHPO	 detailing	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 This	 usually	 includes	 preparation	 of	 a	 HPTP	 to	 avoid,	
minimize,	and	mitigate	adverse	effects.	

Consultation.		The	lead	federal	agency	must	consult	with	and	consider	the	comments	of	the	California	SHPO.		
This	includes	consultation	on	the	definition	of	the	APE,	the	adequacy	of	the	inventory	of	cultural	resources,	
the	 adequacy	 of	 cultural	 resources	 significance	 evaluations	 and	 historic	 properties	 identifications,	 the	
adequacy	 of	 the	 HPTP,	 and	 the	 content	 of	 the	 MOA.	 	 The	 lead	 federal	 agency	 must	 similarly	 engage	 in	
meaningful,	 government‐to‐government	 consultation	 with	 federally	 recognized	 Indian	 Tribes.	 	 The	 lead	
federal	agency	must	also	consult	with	other	interested	parties.	
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APE.	 	As	defined	 in	 the	NHPA,	 an	APE	 “is	 the	 geographic	 area	or	 areas	within	which	 an	undertaking	may	
directly	or	indirectly	cause	changes	in	the	character	or	use	of	historic	properties.” 2		The	APE	is	influenced	by	
the	scale	and	nature	of	the	undertaking,	and	may	be	defined	differently	for	different	kinds	of	adverse	effects	
caused	by	the	undertaking.	 	The	APE	may	be	more	expansive	 than	 the	 footprint	of	an	undertaking.	 	 In	 the	
case	 of	 TCPs,	 as	with	 some	 other	 types	 of	 cultural	 resources,	 the	 need	 to	 analyze	 adverse	 effects	 on	 the	
integrity	of	the	TCPs	setting	and	feeling	may	require	an	APE	larger	than	the	boundaries	of	the	TCP.	

Inventory.	 	 TCPs	 are	 inventoried	 through	 ethnographic,	 ethnohistorical,	 historical,	 and	 archaeological	
studies,	 and	 consultation	 with	 knowledgeable	 practitioners	 of	 the	 traditional	 culture	 in	 question.	 	 The	
Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior	 has	 provided	 guidelines	 on	 the	 appropriate	 professional	 qualifications	 for	
archaeology	and	history3,	and	for	ethnography.4			

Evaluation.	 	 Cultural	 resources,	 including	TCPs,	 are	 evaluated	 in	 terms	of	 their	 eligibility	 for	 listing	 in	 the	
NRHP.	 	 NRHP‐eligible	 cultural	 resources	 are	 considered	 significant	 and	must	 be	 addressed	 as	 part	 of	 the	
Section	106	process.		The	NRHP	was	established	by	the	NHPA	to	serve	as	“an	authoritative	guide	to	be	used	
by	 federal,	 state,	 and	 local	 governments,	 private	 groups	 and	 citizens	 to	 identify	 the	 Nation’s	 cultural	
resources	 and	 to	 indicate	 what	 properties	 should	 be	 considered	 for	 protection	 from	 destruction	 or	
impairment”.5		The	NRHP	recognizes	properties	that	are	significant	at	the	national,	state	and	local	levels.		The	
guidelines	 for	 NRHP	 eligibility	 require	 that	 significant	 resources	 exhibit	 aspects	 of	 important	 themes	 in	
American	 history,	 architecture,	 archaeology,	 engineering,	 and	 culture	 and	 possess	 integrity	 of	 location,	
design,	setting,	materials,	workmanship,	feeling,	and	association	and	that	meet	one	or	more	of	four	criteria:	

A. Associated	with	 events	 that	 have	made	 a	 significant	 contribution	 to	 the	 broad	 patterns	 of	 our	
history.	

B. Associated	with	the	lives	of	persons	significant	in	our	past.			

C. Embody	 the	 distinctive	 characteristics	 of	 a	 type,	 period,	 or	 method	 of	 construction,	 or	 that	
possess	 high	 artistic	 values,	 or	 that	 represent	 a	 significant	 distinguishable	 entity	 whose	
components	may	lack	individual	distinction.	

D. Have	yielded,	or	may	be	likely	to	yield,	information	important	to	history	or	prehistory.	

Integrity	is	the	ability	of	a	property	to	convey	its	significance.		The	NRHP	guidelines	recognize	seven	aspects	
or	qualities	that,	in	various	combinations,	define	integrity:	location,	design,	setting,	materials,	workmanship,	
feeling,	and	association.		The	NRHP	guidelines	recognize	that	properties	change	over	time	and,	therefore,	it	is	
not	necessary	 for	 a	property	 to	 retain	all	 of	 its	historic	physical	 features	or	 characteristics.	 	The	property	
must	retain,	however,	the	essential	physical	features	that	enable	it	to	convey	its	historic	identity.			

																																																													
2			 36	CFR	800.16(d)	
3		 36	CFR	61	
4	 National	Register	Bulletin:	How	 to	Apply	 the	National	Register	Criteria	 for	Evaluation.	 	Appendix	 II:	Professional	Qualifications:	

Ethnography.	
5	 36	CFR	60.2	
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Nomination	to,	or	placement	in,	the	NRHP	is	not	necessary	to	establish	significance.		NRHP‐eligible	cultural	
resources	 are	 considered	 “historic	 properties.”	 	 The	 significance	 and	 integrity	 criteria,	 and	 other	
considerations,	 are	 discussed	 subsequently	 in	 further	 detail	 and	 in	 specific	 reference	 to	 TCPs	 and	 each	
alternative,	as	appropriate	for	each	alternative.			

Effects.	 	 The	 effects	 of	 a	 proposed	 undertaking	 on	 historic	 properties	 are	 determined	 by	 analysis	 and	
agreement	 between	 federal	 agencies	 and	 the	 SHPO	after	 consulting	with	 other	 concerned	parties.	 	 SHPOs	
were	 established	 by	 the	 NHPA	 to	 implement	 historic	 preservation	 management	 at	 the	 state	 level,	 are	
mandated	to	review	NRHP	nominations,	maintain	data	on	historic	properties	that	have	been	identified	but	
not	 yet	 nominated,	 and	 consult	 with	 federal	 agencies	 during	 Section	 106	 review.	 	 Concurrence	 of	 the	
California	SHPO	on	cultural	resource	evaluations,	recommendations	regarding	NRHP	eligibility,	and	analyses	
of	adverse	effects	is	required.	

MOA.		An	agreement	on	the	avoidance,	minimization,	and	mitigation	of	adverse	effects	on	historic	properties	
within	the	APE	are	developed	through	the	course	of	the	project	by	the	lead	federal	agency,	the	SHPO,	and,	in	
some	 cases,	 the	Advisory	 Council	 on	Historic	 Preservation	 (ACHP).	 	 An	HPTP	 is	 often	 a	 requirement	 that	
follows	from	the	MOA.		The	applicant,	Indian	Tribes,	and	others	are	invited	to	concur	with	the	MOA.	

HPTP.	 	 The	 HPTP	 provides	 detailed	 guidelines	 and	 specifications	 for	 the	 treatment	 of	 historic	 properties	
within	 the	 APE.	 	 Treatment	 is	 the	 work	 carried	 out	 to	 resolve	 adverse	 effects	 and	 achieve	 historic	
preservation	goals.			

Mitigation	Measures.		For	each	of	the	alternatives,	except	for	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	(which	has	no	
mitigation	measures),	the	first	mitigation	measure	states	that	the	USACE	will	comply	with	Section	106	of	the	
NHPA.	 	Additional	mitigation	measures	are	proposed,	but	may	or	may	not	be	 implemented	by	 the	USACE.		
With	the	exception	of	the	first	mitigation	measure,	the	USACE	would	require	the	implementation	of	further	
mitigation	 measures	 as	 detailed	 in	 the	 MOA	 that	 would	 result	 from	 the	 Section	 106,	 36	 CFR	 800	
compliance/consultation	process.			

4.5.2.1.2  State 

The	California	Native	American	Heritage	Commission	(CNAHC)	was	established	in	1976	as	the	primary	state	
agency	 responsible	 for	 identifying	 and	 cataloging	 Native	 American	 cultural	 resources.6	 	 The	 CNAHC’s	
primary	 duties	 are	 the	 prevention	 of	 irreparable	 damage	 to	 designated	 sacred	 sites,	 insuring	 Native	
American	 access	 to	 sacred	 sites,	 and	 preventing	 interference	 with	 the	 expression	 of	 Native	 American	
religion.	 	The	CNAHC	is	responsible	for	maintaining	the	growing	inventory	of	Native	American	sacred	sites	
and	 reviewing	 current	 administrative	 and	 statutory	 protections	 accorded	 to	 such	 sites.	 	 The	 CNAHC	 is	
authorized	to	seek	court	 injunctions	to	protect	sacred	sites.	 	The	CNAHC	is	also	responsible	for	 identifying	
the	Most	Likely	Descendant	 (MLD)	when	Native	American	human	remains	are	discovered	any	place	other	
than	a	dedicated	cemetery.		MLDs	were	granted	the	legal	authority	to	make	recommendations	regarding	the	
treatment	 and	disposition	of	 the	discovered	 remains.	 	These	 recommendations,	 although	 they	 cannot	halt	
work	on	a	construction	site,	give	MLDs	a	means	by	which	to	ensure	that	the	Native	American	human	remains	
are	treated	in	the	appropriate	manner.			

																																																													
6	 AB	4239	
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The	California	OHP,	an	office	of	the	California	Department	of	Parks	and	Recreation	(CDPR),	implements	the	
policies	 of	 the	 NHPA	 on	 a	 statewide	 level.	 	 The	 OHP	 maintains	 the	 growing	 inventory	 of	 historical	 and	
archaeological	resources	in	the	state:	the	California	Historical	Resources	Information	System	(CHRIS)	which	
includes	several	regional	archival	facilities	at	state	universities.		The	California	SHPO	is	an	appointed	official	
responsible	for	implementing	historic	preservation	programs	within	the	state’s	jurisdictions.	

The	California	Register	of	Historical	Resources	(CRHR)	was	established	in	1992	as	“an	authoritative	listing	
and	 guide	 to	 be	 used	 by	 state	 and	 local	 agencies,	 private	 groups,	 and	 citizens	 in	 identifying	 the	 existing	
historical	 resources	 of	 the	 state	 and	 to	 indicate	 which	 resources	 deserve	 to	 be	 protected,	 to	 the	 extent	
prudent	and	feasible,	from	substantial	adverse	change.”		The	criteria	for	CRHR	listing	eligibility	are	based	on	
those	for	NRHP	listing	eligibility.	

To	be	eligible	for	listing	in	the	CRHR,	a	prehistoric	or	historic	property	must	be	significant	at	the	local,	state,	
and/or	federal	level	under	one	or	more	of	the	following	criteria:	

1. Associated	 with	 events	 that	 have	 made	 a	 significant	 contribution	 to	 the	 broad	 patterns	 of	
California’s	history	and	cultural	heritage.	

2. Associated	with	the	lives	of	persons	important	in	our	past.	

3. Embodies	 the	distinctive	characteristics	of	a	 type,	period,	region,	or	method	of	construction,	or	
represents	the	work	of	an	important	creative	individual,	or	possesses	high	artistic	values.	

4. Has	yielded,	or	may	be	likely	to	yield,	information	important	in	prehistory	or	history.	

Additionally,	 a	 property	must	 retain	 integrity	 of	 location,	 design,	 setting,	materials,	workmanship,	 feeling,	
and	association	in	reference	to	the	criteria	the	property	meets.	

Certain	resources	are	automatically	listed	in	the	CRHR:	

 California	properties	listed	on	the	NRHP	or	formally	determined	eligible	for	NRHP	listing.	

 California	Registered	Historical	Landmarks	from	No.	770	onward.	

 California	 Points	 of	 Historical	 Interest	 that	 have	 been	 evaluated	 by	 OHP	 and	 recommended	 for	
inclusion	in	the	CRHR	by	OHP.			

California	Senate	Bill	18	requires	local	governments	(cities	and	counties)	to	provide	notices	to	and	consult	
with	California	Native	American	tribes	before	adopting	or	amending	a	general	plan	or	specific	plan	to	aid	in	
the	 protection	 of,	 or	 mitigation	 of	 impacts	 to,	 traditional	 tribal	 cultural	 places	 through	 local	 land	 use	
planning.	 	 All	 California	 Native	 American	 tribes,	 whether	 recognized	 by	 the	 federal	 government	 or	 not,	
represent	 independent	 governmental	 entities.	 	 Consultation	must	 be	 government‐to‐government	 between	
the	city	or	county,	and	the	tribal	governments.		Four	of	the	alternatives	(Aspen	Road,	Gopher	Canyon	Road,	
Merriam	Mountain,	and	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion)	would	each	require	amendment	of	the	County	of	San	
Diego	general	plan	and	the	requirements	of	California	Senate	Bill	18	would	apply.		
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4.5.2.1.3  Regional/Local 

The	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 General	 Plan	 outlines	 goals	 and	 policies	 for	 the	 protection	 and	 preservation	 of	
archeological	and	historical	resources.		A	policy	requiring	consultation	with	affected	communities,	including	
local	tribes,	to	determine	the	appropriate	treatment	of	cultural	resources	is	included.		The	goals	and	policies	
are	analyzed	in	Section	4.10,	Land	Use	and	Planning,	of	this	EIS.	

One	of	the	alternatives,	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative,	is	within	the	boundaries	of	the	City	of	
San	Diego.		The	City	of	San	Diego	General	Plan	outlines	goals	and	policies	for	the	protection	and	preservation	
of	archeological	and	historical	resources.		It	also	includes	goals	and	policies	for	consultation	with	local	Native	
American	groups,	and	 the	protection	and	preservation	of	places	 that	have	 traditional	 cultural	significance.	
The	goals	and	policies	are	analyzed	in	Section	4.10,	Land	Use	and	Planning,	of	this	EIS.	

4.5.2.2  METHODOLOGY FOR REVIEWING EFFECTS UNDER NEPA 

This	subsection	provides	the	evaluation	criteria	used	to	determine	the	effects	of	each	of		the	alternatives.		In	
addition,	this	subsection	describes	the	methodology	used	to	assess	impacts	on	TCPs.	

4.5.2.2.1  Criteria for Assessing Effects 

Any	effects	of	an	alternative	on	properties	listed	in	or	determined	eligible	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	must	be	
analyzed	by	applying	the	Criteria	of	Adverse	Effect,	as	follows: 7	

An	adverse	effect	is	found	when	an	undertaking	may	alter,	directly	or	indirectly,	any	of	the	characteristics	of	
a	historic	property	that	qualify	the	property	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	in	a	manner	that	would	diminish	the	
integrity	 of	 the	 property’s	 location,	 design,	 setting,	 materials,	 workmanship,	 feeling,	 or	 association.		
Consideration	shall	be	given	to	all	qualifying	characteristics	of	a	historic	property,	including	those	that	may	
have	been	identified	subsequent	to	the	original	evaluation	of	the	property’s	eligibility	for	the	NRHP.		Adverse	
effects	may	include	reasonably	foreseeable	effects	caused	by	the	undertaking	that	may	occur	later	in	time,	be	
farther	removed	in	distance,	or	be	cumulative.	

Adverse	effects	on	historic	properties	include	but	are	not	limited	to:	

(i) Physical	destruction	of	or	damage	to	all	or	part	of	the	property;	

(ii) Alteration	of	a	property,	including	restoration,	rehabilitation,	repair,	maintenance,	stabilization,	
hazardous	material	remediation	and	provision	of	handicapped	access,	that	is	not	consistent	
with	the	Secretary’s	Standards	for	the	Treatment	of	Historic	Properties	(36	CFR	68)	and	
applicable	guidelines;	

(iii) Removal	of	the	property	from	its	historic	location;	

(iv) Change	of	the	character	of	the	property’s	use	or	of	physical	features	within	the	property’s	
setting	that	contribute	to	its	historic	significance;		

																																																													
7	 36	CFR	800.5(a)	
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(v) Introduction	of	visual,	atmospheric,	or	audible	elements	that	diminish	the	integrity	of	the	
property’s	significant	historic	features;	

(vi) Neglect	of	a	property	which	causes	its	deterioration,	except	where	such	neglect	and	
deterioration	are	recognized	qualities	of	a	property	of	religious	and	cultural	significance	to	an	
Indian	tribe	or	Native	Hawaiian	organization;	and	

(vii) Transfer,	lease,	or	sale	of	property	out	of	federal	ownership	or	control	without	adequate	and	
legally	enforceable	restrictions	or	conditions	to	ensure	long‐term	preservation	of	the	
property’s	historic	significance.	

The	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	a	historic	property	if	it	would	alter	or	destroy	an	
attribute	of	a	TCP,	and	that	attribute	contributes	to	its	eligibility	for	listing	in	the	NRHP.	

Adverse Effects 

For	purposes	of	this	EIS,	adverse	effects	to	TCPs	are	assumed	to	include:	

 Isolation	of	the	property	from	the	property's	setting;	

 Alteration	of	the	character	of	the	property's	setting	when	that	character	contributes	to	the	property's	
qualification	for	the	NRHP;	

 Introduction	of	visual	elements	that	are	out	of	character	with	the	property	or	alter	its	setting;	

 Introduction	 of	 audible	 elements	 that	 are	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	 property	 or	 alter	 its	 setting;	
and/or	

 Introduction	of	atmospheric	elements	that	are	out	of	character	with	the	property	or	alter	its	setting.	

4.5.2.2.2  Methodology 

The	following	is	a	discussion	of	the	general	methodology	for	identifying,	documenting,	and	evaluating	TCPs	
as	 recommended	 in	 National	 Register	 Bulletin	 38	 (Parker	 and	 King	 1998).	 	 The	 subsequent	 subsection	
discusses	the	specific	methodology	used	for	identifying,	documenting,	and	evaluating	TCPs	for	the	analysis	of	
each	alternative.	

Identifying,	 documenting,	 and	 evaluating	 TCPs	 requires	 extensive	 and	 detailed	 studies	 of	 the	 relevant	
ethnography,8	ethnohistory,9	 folklore,10	history,11	and	archaeology.12	 	Such	studies	are	usually	conducted	by	

																																																													
8	 Ethnography	is	the	scientific	description	of	the	customs	of	peoples	and	cultures.		An	ethnographer	seeks	to	understand	a	community	

through	interviews	with	its	members	and	often	through	participant	observation	(living	in	and	observing	a	community).		Professional	
qualifications	 include	 language	 skills,	 interview	 skills,	and	 skill	 in	making	and	accurately	recording	direct	observations	of	human	
behavior.	

9	 Ethnohistory	is	the	scientific	study	of	the	history,	including	both	documentary	data	and	oral	history,	of	peoples	and	cultures,	using	an	
ethnographic	perspective.	

10	 Folklore	 is	 the	 traditional	art,	 literature,	knowledge,	and	practice	 that	are	disseminated	 largely	 through	oral	communication	and	
behavioral	example.	 	Every	group	with	a	 sense	of	 its	own	 identity	 shares,	as	a	 central	part	of	 that	 identity,	 folk	 traditions.	 	Folk	
traditions	are	 the	 things	 that	people	 traditionally	believe,	do,	know,	make,	and	say.	 	Folklore	studies	concern	 themselves	with	 the	
ways	 in	which	people	make	meaning	 in	their	 lives.	 	Folklorists	do	research,	and	often	conduct	 fieldwork,	 in	order	to	gain	a	better	
understanding	of	their	subject	matter.	
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specialists	in	anthropology.		The	methods	used	to	identify,	document,	and	evaluate	TCPs	include	background	
research,	consultation	with	traditional	culture	informants,	and	fieldwork.	

Background	 research	 is	 the	 first	 step	 in	 identifying,	 documenting,	 and	 evaluating	 TCPs	 is	 to	 conduct	
background	 research	 into	what	 is	 already	 recorded	 about	 the	 area's	 history,	 ethnography,	 sociology,	 and	
folklore.		This	includes	surveying	the	pertinent	ethnography,	ethnohistory,	folklore,	history,	and	archaeology	
publications,	documents,	and	records.	

Consultation	 with	 traditional	 culture	 informants	 is	 the	 second	 step	 in	 identifying,	 documenting,	 and	
evaluating	TCPs.	 	A	TCP	may	be	unrecognizable	as	 such	 to	 those	who	are	not	members	of	 the	community	
which	values	 it.	 	Historical	and	archaeological	 and	surveys	may	 fail	 to	 identify	a	TCP.	 	 Similarly,	outsiders	
may	 have	 difficulty	 distinguishing	 legitimate	 traditional	 cultural	 significance	 from	 spurious	 claims	 of	
traditional	 cultural	 significance.	 	 The	 identification,	 documentation	 and	 evaluation	 of	 a	 TCP	 are	 fully	
accomplished	only	through	consultation	with	knowledgeable	users	of	the	TCP.			

Fieldwork	 is	 the	 third	 step	 in	 identifying,	 documenting,	 and	 evaluating	 TCPs.	 	 It	 is	 important	 for	 those	
investigating	TCPs	to	take	knowledgeable	traditional	culture	informants	into	the	field	to	inspect	properties	
that	the	informants	identify	as	significant.		During	fieldwork,	tangible	attributes	of	the	TCP	are	documented	
by	 written	 description,	 measurements,	 drawings,	 photographs,	 and	 maps.	 	 Similarly,	 the	 setting	 (visual,	
audio,	 and	atmospheric)	 is	documented:	geology,	 landforms,	 flora,	 fauna,	microclimate,	built	 environment,	
and	current	conditions.	

Appropriate	 documentation	 of	 a	 TCP,	 based	 on	 the	 background	 research,	 consultation,	 and	 fieldwork,	
includes:	 1)	 the	 contemporary	 and	 historical	 physical	 appearance	 of	 the	 TCP	 including	 tangible	 cultural	
attributes	(archaeological	features,	for	example);	2)	the	way	the	TCP	is	described	in	the	relevant	traditional	
belief	 or	 practice;	 3)	 the	 TCPs	 period	 of	 significance	 (including	 the	 period	 in	which,	 in	 tradition,	 the	 TCP	
gained	significance,	and	the	TCPs	period	of	use	for	traditional	purposes;	4)	a	definition	of	the	boundaries	of	
the	TCP	(based	on	the	traditional	physical	referent;	and	5)	a	description	of	 the	TCPs	 	setting	 including	the	
qualities	of	the	property’s	visual	setting,	auditory,	and	atmospheric	setting	that	contribute	to	its	significance,	
and	 also	 including	 those	 qualities	 whose	 expression	 extends	 beyond	 the	 boundaries	 of	 the	 TCP	 into	 the	
surrounding	environment.	

It	is	sometimes	perceived	that	the	intangible	practices	or	beliefs	themselves,	not	the	property,	constitute	the	
subject	of	evaluation.		There	is	a	dynamic	relationship	between	tangible	and	intangible	TCPs	and	the	beliefs	
or	practices	associated	with	a	TCP	are	of	central	importance	in	defining	its	significance.		The	NRHP	does	not	
include	 intangible	resources	 themselves.	 	The	entity	evaluated	must	be	a	 tangible	property:	a	district,	site,	
building,	structure,	or	object.13		It	is	the	beliefs	and	practices	that	may	give	the	property	its	significance	and	
make	 it	 eligible	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	 NRHP	 and	 the	 relationship	 between	 the	 property	 and	 the	 beliefs	 or	
practices	associated	with	it	should	be	carefully	considered.	

																																																																																																																																																																																																																						
11	 History	is	the	scientific	study	of	the	human	past	using	written	record	as	the	primary	data	source.	
12	 Archaeology	is	the	scientific	study	of	the	human	past	through	the	excavation	of	archaeological	sites,	the	analysis	of	artifacts,	and	the	

material	correlates	of	human	behavior.	
13	 National	Register	Bulletin:	How	to	Apply	the	National	Register	Criteria	for	Evaluation.	
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Construction	by	human	beings	 is	a	necessary	attribute	of	buildings	and	structures,	but	districts,	 sites,	and	
objects	do	not	have	to	be	the	products	of,	or	contain,	the	work	of	human	beings	in	order	to	be	classified	as	
properties.	 	 For	example,	 the	NRHP	defines	a	 "site"	as	 "the	 location	of	a	 significant	event,	 a	prehistoric	or	
historic	occupation	or	activity,	or	a	building	or	structure,	whether	standing,	ruined,	or	vanished,	where	the	
location	 itself	 possesses	 historic,	 cultural,	 or	 archeological	 value	 regardless	 of	 the	 value	 of	 any	 existing	
structure".14		Thus	a	property	may	be	defined	as	a	"site"	as	long	as	it	was	the	location	of	a	significant	event	or	
activity,	 regardless	 of	 whether	 the	 event	 or	 activity	 left	 any	 evidence	 of	 its	 occurrence.	 	 A	 culturally	
significant	 natural	 landscape	 may	 be	 classified	 as	 a	 site,	 as	 may	 the	 specific	 location	 where	 significant	
traditional	events,	activities,	or	cultural	observances	have	taken	place.	 	A	natural	object	such	as	a	tree	or	a	
rock	outcrop	may	be	an	eligible	object	if	it	is	associated	with	a	significant	tradition	or	use.		A	concentration,	
linkage,	or	continuity	of	such	sites	or	objects,	or	of	structures	comprising	a	culturally	significant	entity,	may	
be	classified	as	a	district.	

In	 considering	 the	 eligibility	 of	 a	 property	 that	 contains	 no	 observable	 evidence	 of	 human	 activity,	 the	
documentary	 or	 oral	 evidence	 for	 the	 association	 of	 the	 property	 with	 traditional	 events,	 activities	 or	
observances	should	be	carefully	weighed	and	assessed.			

Cultural	 resources	which	are	 strictly	 intangible	 and	entirely	unassociated	with	a	historic	property	are	not	
addressed	by	the	NHPA	and	are	not	covered	by	the	guidelines.	 	A	TCP,	by	definition,	must	have	a	property	
referent.	 	 They	 are	 tangible	 cultural	 resources,	 but	 the	 attributes	 which	 give	 a	 TCP	 significance	 may	 be	
intangible.	 	 Lack	 of	 physical	 or	 otherwise	 objectively	 observable	 attributes	 in	 no	 way	 diminishes	 the	
significance	of	a	TCP.	

If	 a	 property	 possesses	 traditional	 cultural	 significance,	 the	 property	may	 be	 eligible	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	
NRHP.	 	 The	 traditional	 cultural	 significance	 of	 a	 property	 derives	 from	 the	 role	 it	 plays	 in	 the	 traditional	
culture	of	a	community.		Culture	is	the	beliefs,	practices,	and	social	institutions	of	a	community	of	people.		A	
culture	 is	 traditional	 if	 it	has	been	passed	down	 through	 the	generations.	 	 Some	of	 the	 traditions	of	 living	
Indian	Tribes	may	pre‐date	writing,	but	were	passed	down	as	oral	history	and	through	ongoing	practice.		A	
property	associated	with	the	cultural	beliefs,	practices,	or	social	institutions	of	a	community	is	NRHP‐eligible	
if	 the	associated	cultural	beliefs,	practices,	or	social	 institutions	are	rooted	 in	the	community’s	history	and	
are	 important	 in	 maintaining	 the	 continuing	 cultural	 identity	 of	 the	 community.	 	 Traditional	 culture	 is	
central	to	the	way	a	community	defines	itself.	 	Maintaining	the	traditional	culture	is	vital	to	preserving	the	
community’s	sense	of	identity	and	self‐respect.	

“Traditional	cultural	values”	are	 the	underlying	beliefs	and	principles	held	 in	common	by	a	cultural	group	
that	may	be	reflected	in	actions	and	behaviors	that	are	sometimes	associated	with	particular	locations	and	
settings.	 	Damage	to	or	infringement	upon	a	community’s	TCP	is	perceived	by	the	community	to	be	deeply	
offensive	 and	 destructive	 to	 the	 community.	 	 The	merit	 of	 their	 traditional	 cultural	 values	 to	 community	
outsiders	is	irrelevant	to	the	traditional	cultural	significance	of	a	TCP.			

																																																													
14	 National	Register	Bulletin:	How	to	Complete	the	National	Register	Registration	Form.	
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Evaluating NRHP Eligibility 

In	order	to	be	eligible	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP,	a	property	must	have	"integrity	of	location,	design,	setting,	
materials,	 workmanship,	 feeling,	 and	 association."15	 	 In	 the	 case	 of	 a	 TCP,	 there	 are	 two	 fundamental	
questions	to	ask	about	 integrity:	(1)	does	the	property	have	an	 integral	relationship	to	traditional	cultural	
practices	or	beliefs;	and	(2)	is	the	condition	of	the	property	such	that	the	relevant	relationships	survive?		

Integrity	of	 relationship.	 	Assessing	 the	 integrity	of	 the	relationship	between	a	property	and	 the	beliefs	or	
practices	 that	may	give	 it	 significance	 involves	developing	 some	understanding	 about	how	 the	 group	 that	
holds	the	beliefs	or	carries	out	the	practices	is	likely	to	view	the	property.		If	the	property	is	known	or	likely	
to	be	regarded	by	a	traditional	cultural	group	as	important	in	the	retention	or	transmittal	of	a	belief,	or	to	the	
performance	 of	 a	 practice,	 the	 property	 can	 be	 taken	 to	 have	 an	 integral	 relationship	 with	 the	 belief	 or	
practice,	and	vice‐versa.			

Integrity	of	condition.		Like	any	other	kind	of	historic	property,	a	property	that	once	had	traditional	cultural	
significance	can	lose	such	significance	through	physical	alteration	of	its	location,	setting,	design,	or	materials.		
A	 property	may	 retain	 its	 traditional	 cultural	 significance	 even	 though	 it	 has	 been	 substantially	modified,	
however.	 	Cultural	values	are	dynamic,	and	can	sometimes	accommodate	a	good	deal	of	change.	 	 It	should	
also	 be	 recalled	 that	 even	 if	 a	 property	 has	 lost	 integrity	 as	 a	 possible	 TCP,	 it	 may	 retain	 integrity	 with	
reference	to	some	other	aspect	of	significance.	

If	an	entity	to	be	evaluated	is	a	property,	and	it	retains	integrity,	it	is	next	necessary	to	evaluate	it	against	the	
four	 basic	 NRHP	 Criteria	 set	 forth	 in	 the	 NRHP	 regulations.16	 	 If	 the	 property	meets	 one	 or	more	 of	 the	
criteria,	it	may	be	eligible;	if	it	does	not,	it	is	not	eligible.17	

Criterion	A:	Association	with	events	that	have	made	a	significant	contribution	to	the	broad	patterns	of	our	
history.		The	word	"our"	in	this	criterion	may	be	taken	to	refer	to	the	group	to	which	the	property	may	have	
traditional	cultural	significance,	and	the	word	"history"	may	be	taken	to	 include	traditional	oral	history	as	
well	as	recorded	history.		"Events"	can	include	specific	moments	in	history	or	a	series	of	events	reflecting	a	
broad	pattern	or	theme.		The	association	of	a	property	with	significant	events,	and	its	existence	at	the	time	
the	events	 took	place,	must	be	documented	 through	accepted	means	of	historical	 research.	 	The	means	of	
research	 normally	 employed	 with	 respect	 to	 TCPs	 include	 ethnographic,	 ethnohistorical,	 and	 folklore	
studies,	as	well	as	historical	and	archeological	research.	 	Sometimes,	however,	the	actual	time	a	traditional	
event	 took	place	may	be	ambiguous;	 in	such	cases	 it	may	be	 impossible,	and	 to	some	extent	 irrelevant,	 to	
demonstrate	with	certainty	that	the	property	in	question	existed	at	the	time	the	traditional	event	occurred.		
Such	a	demonstration	is	unnecessary	for	purposes	of	eligibility	determination;	as	long	as	the	tradition	itself	
is	rooted	in	the	history	of	the	group,	and	associates	the	property	with	traditional	events,	the	association	can	
be	accepted.	

Criterion	 B:	 Association	 with	 the	 lives	 of	 persons	 significant	 in	 our	 past.	 	 Again,	 the	 word	 "our"	 can	 be	
interpreted	with	reference	to	the	people	who	are	thought	to	regard	the	property	as	traditionally	important.		

																																																													
15	 36	CFR	Part	60	
16	 36	CFR		60	
17	 National	Register	Bulletin:	How	to	Apply	the	National	Register	Criteria	for	Evaluation.	
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The	word	"persons"	can	be	taken	to	refer	both	to	persons	whose	tangible,	human	existence	in	the	past	can	be	
inferred	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 historical,	 ethnographic,	 or	 other	 research,	 and	 to	 "persons"	 such	 as	 gods	 and	
demigods	who	feature	in	the	traditions	of	a	group.	

Criterion	 C:	 Embodies	 the	 distinctive	 characteristics	 of	 a	 type,	 period,	 or	 method	 of	 construction,	 or	
represents	 the	 work	 of	 a	 master,	 or	 possesses	 high	 artistic	 values,	 or	 represents	 a	 significant	 and	
distinguishable	 entity	 whose	 components	 may	 lack	 individual	 distinction.	 	 “Embodies	 the	 distinctive	
characteristics	of	a	type,	period,	or	method	of	construction”	applies	to	properties	that	have	been	constructed,	
or	contain	constructed	entities	(i.e.	buildings,	structures,	or	built	objects).		“Representative	of	the	work	of	a	
master”	 applies	 to	 properties	 identified	 in	 tradition	 or	 suggested	 by	 scholarship	 to	 be	 the	 work	 of	 a	
traditional	 master	 builder	 or	 artisan	may	 be	 regarded	 as	 the	 work	 of	 a	master,	 even	 though	 the	 precise	
identity	of	the	master	may	not	be	known.		“Possession	of	high	artistic	values”	applies	to	a	property	made	up	
of	 or	 containing	 art	work	 valued	 by	 a	 group	 for	 traditional	 cultural	 reasons,	 for	 example	 a	 petroglyph	 or	
pictograph	 site	 venerated	 by	 an	 Indian	 group	 may	 be	 viewed	 as	 having	 high	 artistic	 value	 from	 the	
standpoint	of	the	group.		“Representative	of	a	significant	and	distinguishable	entity	whose	components	may	
lack	 individual	 distinction”	 applies	 to	 properties	 that	 are	 regarded	 as	 representative	 of	 a	 significant	 and	
distinguishable	entity,	even	though	it	 lacks	 individual	distinction,	 if	 it	represents	or	 is	an	 integral	part	of	a	
larger	 entity	 of	 traditional	 cultural	 importance.	 	 The	 larger	 entity	 may,	 and	 usually	 does,	 possess	 both	
tangible	and	intangible	components.	

Criterion	 D:	 History	 of	 yielding,	 or	 potential	 to	 yield,	 information	 important	 in	 prehistory	 or	 history.			
Properties	 that	 have	 traditional	 cultural	 significance	 often	 have	 already	 yielded,	 or	 have	 the	 potential	 to	
yield,	 important	 information	 through	 ethnographic,	 archeological,	 sociological,	 folkloric,	 or	 other	 studies.		
Generally	 speaking,	 however,	 a	 traditional	 cultural	 property's	 history	 of	 yielding,	 or	 potential	 to	 yield,	
information,	 if	 relevant	 to	 its	 significance	at	all,	 is	 secondary	 to	 its	association	with	 the	 traditional	history	
and	culture	of	the	group	that	ascribes	significance	to	it.			

In	general,	a	property	is	not	eligible	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	if	it	represents	a	class	of	properties	to	which	
one	 or	 more	 of	 the	 six	 criteria	 considerations	 applies,	 and	 is	 not	 part	 of	 a	 district	 that	 is	 eligible.18	 	 In	
applying	 the	 criteria	 considerations,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 be	 sensitive	 to	 the	 cultural	 values	 involved,	 and	 to	
avoid	ethnocentric	bias.	

Consideration	A:	Ownership	 by	 a	 religious	 institution	 or	 use	 for	 religious	 purposes.	 	 A	 religious	 property	
requires	 additional	 NRHP	 eligibility	 justification	 because	 of	 the	 necessity	 to	 avoid	 any	 appearance	 of	
judgment	by	government	about	the	merit	of	any	religion	or	belief.	 	Conversely,	it	is	necessary	to	be	careful	
not	to	allow	a	similar	judgment	to	serve	as	the	basis	for	determining	a	property	to	be	ineligible	for	inclusion	
in	the	Register.		The	fact	that	a	property	is	used	for	religious	purposes	by	a	traditional	group,	such	as	seeking	
supernatural	visions,	collecting	or	preparing	native	medicines,	or	carrying	out	ceremonies,	or	is	described	by	
the	group	in	terms	that	are	classified	by	the	outside	observer	as	"religious"	should	not	by	itself	be	taken	to	
make	the	property	ineligible,	since	these	activities	may	be	expressions	of	traditional	cultural	beliefs	and	may	
be	intrinsic	to	the	continuation	of	traditional	cultural	practices.		The	intent	of	Criteria	Consideration	A	is	to	
avoid	 allowing	 historical	 significance	 to	 be	 determined	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 religious	 doctrine,	 not	 in	 order	 to	
exclude	arbitrarily	any	property	having	religious	associations.			

																																																													
18	 36	CFR	60.4	



4.5.2  Traditional Cultural Properties    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.5.2‐14	 	

Consideration	B:	Relocated	properties.	 	Properties	 that	have	been	moved	from	their	historically	 important	
locations	are	not	usually	eligible	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP.	

Consideration	C:	Birthplaces	and	graves.	 	Birthplaces	and	graves	of	famous	persons	are	not	usually	eligible	
for	 inclusion	 in	 the	Register	 as	 such.	 	 If	 the	birthplace	or	 gravesite	of	 a	historical	person	 is	 significant	 for	
reasons	other	than	its	association	with	that	person,	however,	the	property	can	of	course	be	eligible.	

Consideration	D:	Cemeteries.		Cemeteries	are	not	ordinarily	eligible	for	inclusion	in	the	Register	unless	they	
derive	 their	 primary	 significance	 from	 graves	 of	 persons	 of	 transcendent	 importance,	 from	 age,	 from	
distinctive	design	values,	or	from	association	with	historic	events.		Many	TCPs	contain	cemeteries,	however,	
whose	presence	contributes	to	their	significance.	

Consideration	E:	Reconstruction.		A	reconstructed	property	is	a	new	construction	that	ostensibly	reproduces	
the	exact	form	and	detail	of	a	property	or	portion	of	a	property	that	has	vanished,	as	it	appeared	at	a	specific	
period	in	time.		A	reconstructed	property	is	not	normally	eligible	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP.	

Consideration	F:	Commemoration.	 	Like	other	properties,	 those	constructed	to	commemorate	a	 traditional	
event	or	person	cannot	be	found	eligible	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	based	on	association	with	that	event	or	
person	alone.		The	mere	fact	that	commemoration	is	involved	in	the	use	or	design	of	a	property	should	not	be	
taken	to	make	the	property	ineligible.	

	Consideration	G:	Significance	achieved	within	the	past	50	years.		Properties	that	have	achieved	significance	
only	 within	 the	 past	 50	 years	 are	 not	 eligible	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	 Register	 unless	 sufficient	 historical	
perspective	exists	to	determine	that	the	property	is	exceptionally	important	and	will	continue	to	retain	that	
distinction	in	the	future.	 	The	fact	that	a	property	may	have	gone	unused	for	a	lengthy	period	of	time,	with	
use	 beginning	 again	 only	 recently,	 does	 not	 make	 the	 property	 ineligible	 for	 the	 NRHP.	 	 The	 fact	 that	
contemporary	use	of	a	TCP	has	little	continuous	time	depth	does	not	make	it	ineligible.		The	TCPs	association	
with	 the	 traditional	 activity	 reflected	 in	 its	 contemporary	use	 is	what	must	 be	 considered	 in	 determining	
eligibility.	 	 The	 length	 of	 time	 a	 property	 has	 been	 used	 for	 some	 kinds	 of	 traditional	 purposes	 may	 be	
difficult	to	establish	objectively.		Many	cultural	uses	may	have	left	little	or	no	physical	evidence,	and	may	not	
have	 been	noted	by	 ethnographers	 or	 early	 visitors	 to	 the	 area.	 	 Some	 such	uses	 are	 explicitly	 kept	 from	
outsiders	by	members	of	the	group	ascribing	significance	to	the	property.	 	 Indirect	evidence	and	inference	
must	 be	 weighed	 carefully	 and	 professional	 judgments	 made	 that	 represent	 the	 best,	 good‐faith	
interpretation	of	the	available	data.			

Establishing	 that	a	TCP	 is	eligible	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	NRHP	means	 that	 it	must	be	considered	 in	planning	
federal	undertakings,	but	it	does	not	mean	that	such	an	undertaking	cannot	be	allowed	to	damage	or	destroy	
the	TCP.		Consultation	must	occur	in	accordance	with	the	regulations	of	the	ACHP	to	identify,	and	if	feasible	
adopt,	measures	to	protect	it.	 	 If	the	public	interest	demands	that	the	TCP	be	sacrificed	to	the	needs	of	the	
undertaking,	the	NHPA	does	not	prohibit	this.	
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Methods Used to Identify, Document, and Evaluate TCPs  

Applicant’s Proposed Alternative and No Federal Action Alternative 

Anthropological	 research	 to	 identify	 and	 document	 TCPs	 within	 the	 APE	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 was	 conducted	 by	 ASM	 Affiliates,	 Inc.	 	 (Cook	 et	 al.	 2012).	 	 The	 study	 was	 based	 on	 two	
ethnography/ethnohistory	 technical	 reports	 (Baksh	and	Underwood	1998;	Shipek	and	Elling	1990)	which	
were	prepared	to	assist	agencies	during	previous	environmental	review	processes.19	 	Those	two	studies,	in	
turn,	were	based	on	published	ethnographies	and	ethnohistories,	archival	records	(notably	the	notes	of	an	
anthropologist	that	resulted	from	ethnographic	and	ethnohistorical	field	research	with	a	knowledgeable	Pala	
informant	in	the	early	1930s),	and	field	consultations	with	members	of	the	Pala	community.	

The	Gregory	Mountain	 (Chokla)	NRHP	Nomination	Form	 (Baksh	2009)	was	prepared	 at	 the	behest	 of	 the	
Pala	Band	of	Mission	 Indians	and	was	based	on	 ethnographic/ethnohistoric	publications,	Pala	 community	
oral	history,	and	consultation	with	Pala	community	members	with	traditional	cultural	knowledge.		The	form	
was	 originally	 drafted	 and	 submitted	 to	 the	 California	 SHPO	 in	 2004.	 	 In	 2005,	 California	 State	Historical	
Resources	Commission	staff	recommended	listing	at	the	local	level	of	significance	under	criteria	A	and	B,	and	
the	 form	 was	 submitted	 to	 the	 Keeper	 of	 the	 NRHP	 for	 consideration.	 	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Ltd.,	 LLC,	 the	
applicant,	submitted	a	letter	to	the	Keeper	that	contested	the	proposed	TCP	boundary	(Hutton	2006).	 	The	
Keeper	returned	the	form	in	2006	along	with	comments	and	suggestions	for	a	revised	submittal.		The	2009	
draft	was	prepared	in	response	to	those	comments	and	suggestions	and	is	currently	under	consideration.	

Letters	 from	 three	 Indian	 Tribes	 and	 one	 Indian	 group	 (Duro	 2012;	 Gaughen	 2011,	 2012;	 Hoover	 2011,	
2012;	and	Lopez‐Keifer	2011,	2012)	contain	summaries	of	Native	American	traditional	cultural	beliefs	and	
values,	sacred	places	and	sacred	landscapes	within	the	APE	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	and	the	
their	opinions	on	the	adverse	effects	of	the	Applicants	Proposed	Alternative	on	those	beliefs,	values,	places	
and	landscapes.	

This	 analysis	 relies	 on	 these	 documents	 to	 identify	 and	 evaluate	 TCPs	 within	 the	 APE	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative.		As	this	analysis	results	in	the	identification	of	one	TCP	within	the	APE,	it	also	relies	on	
these	 documents	 for	 descriptions	 of	 the	 contemporary	 and	 historical	 physical	 appearance	 of	 the	 TCP,	 for	
descriptions	 of	 relevant	 traditional	 beliefs	 and	 practices,	 for	 evaluation	 of	 the	 TCP’s	 NRHP	 eligibility,	 to	
identify	potential	adverse	effects,	and	as	the	basis	for	formulating	mitigation	measures.	

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	is	not	considered	an	undertaking	pursuant	to	Section	106	of	the	NHPA,	36	
CFR	800.		For	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	therefore,	there	is	no	APE.	

Aspen Road Alternative 

For	 this	 analysis,	 the	APE	 is	 assumed	 to	 be	 the	 same	 as	 the	 alternative’s	 site	 boundary.	 	 The	 information	
sources	used	to	 identify	TCPs	within	the	APE	of	Aspen	Road	Alternative	are	 limited	to	a	description	of	the	
cultural	setting	and	a	1990	ethnohistory	study	as	summarized	in	the	available	cultural	resources	assessment	
technical	report.	20,21	 	The	study	also	included	a	search	of	the	CHRIS	for	records	of	cultural	resources	on	the	
																																																													
19	 The	 previous	 technical	work	was	 prepared	 as	 part	 of	 the	 1990	Draft	 EIR/EIS	 for	 Three	North	 County	 Landfills	 and	 during	 the	

preparation	of	the	2003	Draft	EIR	for	the	proposed	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill.	
20	 Shipek	and	Elling	1990.	
21	 Laylander	and	Pham	2012.	



4.5.2  Traditional Cultural Properties    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.5.2‐16	 	

property	 itself	 and	within	 one	mile	 of	 the	 property.22	 	 About	 80	percent	 of	 the	 site	 has	 been	 surveyed	 to	
identify	cultural	resources.		The	level	of	information	to	identify	TCPs	is	not	comparable	to	that	applied	to	the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	because	the	CHRIS	may	not	include	records	of	cultural	resources	that	are	
included	in	other	archives	or	published	literature,	or	have	not	been	identified,	recorded,	and	filed	with	the	
CHRIS.		It	does	not	include	a	search	of	the	CNAHC’s	Sacred	Lands	File	or	consultation	with	the	CNAHC,	and	it	
does	not	include	consultation	with	Indian	Tribes	or	other	organized	public	participation.23	

Gopher Canyon Road, Merriam Mountain, Sycamore Canyon Expansion, and East Otay Mesa 

Alternatives 

For	this	analysis,	the	APEs	of	the	alternatives	are	assumed	to	be	the	same	as	the	alternatives’	site	boundaries.		
The	information	sources	used	to	identify	TCPs	within	the	APEs	of	the	four	alternatives	consist	of	the	cultural	
setting	and	CHRIS	record	search	results	provided	by	 the	available	cultural	 resources	assessment	 technical	
report.24	 	 Additionally,	 for	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative,	 the	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 for	 the	
Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan25	provides	the	results	of	Native	American	consultation.	As	is	the	
case	with	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	methods,	the	CHRIS	may	not	include	records	of	cultural	resources	that	
are	included	in	other	archives	or	published	literature.	

Except	 in	 the	case	of	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative,	 the	records	searches	covered	each	of	 the	alternative	
sites	and	a	one‐mile‐wide	area	beyond	each	of	the	alternative	sites	boundaries.	The	southernmost	boundary	
of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	 is	about	¼	mile	from	the	U.S./Mexico	border	and	CHRIS	records	are	
limited	 to	 those	 of	 cultural	 resources	 within	 the	 State	 of	 California.	 Hence,	 information	 about	 cultural	
resources	between	¼	and	one	mile	from	the	southernmost	boundary	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	
not	included	in	the	analysis	of	that	alternative.	

The	 available	 cultural	 resources	 assessment	 technical	 report26	 does	 not	 include	 information	 from	
ethnohistory	 studies	 of	 these	 alternatives.	 	 Although	 the	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 for	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	
Expansion	Alternative27	includes	a	summary	of	tribal	consultation	conducted	as	part	of	a	cultural	resources	
study	in	2003,	information	from	government‐to‐government	tribal	consultation	is	otherwise	lacking.	

4.5.2.3  APPLICANT’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.2.3.1  Affected Environment  

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 is	 sited	within	 the	 traditional	 tribal	 territory	of	 the	Luiseño	 Indians,	
and	 adjacent	 to	 the	 Pala	 community	 and	 Indian	 Reservation.	 	 The	 Luiseño	 Indians	 are	 descended	 from	

																																																													
22	 Laylander	and	Pham	2012.	
23	 The	CNAHC	typically	responds	to	a	request	for	a	Sacred	Land	File	search	with	a	general	report	on	the	local	Native	American	cultural	

resources	sensitivity	to	adverse	effects,	contact	 information	 for	tribal	representatives	 in	the	area,	and,	 if	the	area	 includes	specific	
places	of	cultural	 importance	to	a	Native	American	community,	contact	 information	 for	 informants	with	special	knowledge	of	the	
places	of	cultural	importance.		The	CNAHC	strongly	urges	consultation	with	the	informants	to	obtain	further	information.			

24	 Laylander	and	Pham	2012.	
25		 City	of	San	Diego	2012:	5.9‐2	
26		 Laylander	and	Pham,	2012.	
27		 City	of	San	Diego	2012.	
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prehistoric	hunter‐gatherers	whose	traditional	culture	developed	and	endured	for	centuries	in	the	San	Luis	
Rey	River	region.	

The	 Luiseño	 Indians	 may	 have	 had	 tentative	 and	 indirect	 contact	 with	 Europeans	 during	 early	 Spanish	
exploration	 of	 the	 California	 coast:	 AD	 1542‐1769.	 	 In	 the	 1770s,	 the	 newly‐established	 Spanish	mission	
system	aggregated	the	Luiseño	at	the	San	Juan	Capistrano	and	San	Luis	Rey	missions.	 	A	mission	asistencia	
established	at	Pala	in	1816	served	as	a	third	point	of	aggregation.	

In	 1903,	 the	 Luiseño	 Indians	 living	 at	 Pala	 were	 joined	 by	 the	 displaced	 survivor	 population	 of	 Cupeño	
Indians.		The	Luiseño	and	Cupeño	living	on	the	Pala	reservation	“consider	themselves	to	be	one	proud	people	
–	Pala.”28	

Despite	persistent	efforts	to	Christianize	 local	Indian	communities,	beginning	with	those	of	 late	eighteenth	
century	 Spanish	missionaries	 (and	military),	 traditional	 metaphysical	 beliefs	 and	 practices	 have	 endured	
within	 Luiseño	 communities.	 	 They	 include	 a	 local	 version	 of	 what	 anthropologists	 call	 the	 southern	
California	Shoshonean	origin	myth.		It	includes	the	concept	of	Kahmelum	or	first	people.		The	Kahmelum	who	
remained	in	this	world	are	active	agents	in	the	affairs	of	people	and	manifest	themselves	in	various	ways.	

Taakwic	 is	one	of	the	Kahmelum	and	one	of	the	few	of	the	Kahmelum	who	did	not	leave	this	world	after	the	
funeral	of	their	father,	the	god	and	culture	hero	Wyot. 29		Taakwic	is	the	most	powerful	and	feared	of	the	first	
people	who	remain	in	this	world.		He	is	the	first	and	most	powerful	pula	(shaman).		He	appears	as	a	fireball	
in	the	sky,	a	hummingbird‐like	figure,	an	odd‐shaped	man,	or	any	other	form	he	chooses.	 	Thunder	may	be	
his	displeased	grumbling.		Taakwic	is	malevolent,	a	soul	stealer,	and	a	human	flesh	eater.		When	trespassed	
upon	or	 otherwise	displeased,	 he	punishes	with	disaster.	 	When	he	manifests	himself,	 it	 is	 a	 harbinger	of	
death	or	destruction.	

The	Pala	Indian	Reservation	straddles	the	San	Luis	Rey	River.		The	southwestern	portion	of	the	reservation,	
on	the	south	side	of	the	river,	encompasses	the	eastern	slopes	of	Gregory	Mountain.		The	majority	of	the	rest	
of	the	mountain	is	owned	by	the	applicant,	including	the	summit	and	western	slopes.		The	Pala	community	
knows	 the	mountain	 as	Chokla.	 	 According	 to	 knowledgeable	 traditional	 culture	 practitioners,	Chokla	 has	
considerable	traditional	cultural	significance	to	the	Pala	community,	the	greater	Luiseño	community,	and	to	
other,	 culturally	 affiliated	 southern	 California	 Indians	 (notably	 the	 Cahuilla	 Indian	 community).30	 	 This	
significance	derives	from	its	place	in	their	metaphysical	belief	system,	and	as	a	place	traditionally	used	for	
cultural	 practices	 which	 can	 be	 generally	 described	 as	 visitations	 for	 spiritual	 and	 ritual	 purposes.	 	 One	
important	aspect	of	 its	place	 in	 their	metaphysical	belief	 system,	but	not	 the	 sole	 aspect,	 is	 its	 role	as	 the	
“home”	of	the	supernatural	being	known	as	Taakwic.	

As	both	Luiseño	oral	history	and	archaeology	 indicate,	human	habitation	at	Pala	and	 in	 the	Pala	area	pre‐
dates	history.	 	The	 landscape	around	 the	mountain	has	been	used	since	 the	nineteenth	century	 for	 small‐
scale	 family	 farming,	 and	 commercial	 fruit	 farming	 and	 dairies.	 	 Currently,	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 valley	

																																																													
28	 Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	website	(http://www.palatribe.com/about),	accessed	April	19,	2012.	
29	 The	Luiseño	language	words	used	in	this	EIS	have	a	number	of	orthographic	variants.		The	word	Taakwic,	for	example,	may	also	be	

written	as	Takwis,	Takwish,	or	Táakwish.			
30	 Gaughen	2011;	Hoover	2011;	Lopez‐Keifer	2011.	
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contains	a	mix	of	uses,	including	agricultural	uses,	residences,	industrial	uses,	and	entertainment	uses.		The	
San	Luis	Rey	River	valley,	 and	east	 towards	Pala,	 is	primarily	used	 for	horse	breeding	 farms	and	pasture.		
Pala	itself,	on	the	north	side	of	the	river,	is	a	small	village,	but	the	larger	Pala	Indian	Reservation	includes	a	
casino	on	the	south	side	of	the	river.	

Contemporary and Historical Physical Appearance 

Gregory	Mountain	is	approximately	1.7	miles	long	(north‐south)	and	1.4	miles	wide	(east‐west),	and	covers	
an	area	of	about	1,500	acres.		It	is	steep‐sided	with	four	high	points:	two	in	the	northern	portion,	including	
the	summit,	with	1,701	ft	amsl	and	1,844	ft	amsl	elevations,	and	two	in	the	southern	portion	with	1,659	ft	
amsl	 and	1,758	 ft	 amsl	 elevations.31	 	 Geologically,	 the	mountain	 is	made	of	Mesozoic	 granitic	 rocks	of	 the	
southern	California	batholith.		The	climate	is	Mediterranean	hot	summer	and	the	mountain	is	vegetated	with	
chaparral	 including	 chamise,	 California	 lilac,	 manzanita,	 redshank,	 and	 various	 oak.	 	 Historically	 and	
currently,	the	mountain	is	uninhabited	and	undeveloped.	

Description of Relevant Traditional Beliefs and Practices 

According	to	contemporary	Luiseño	accounts,	Chokla	is	an	important	source	of	spiritual	power	and	healing. 32		
It	was	sacred	to	the	Luiseño	ancestors	and	it	is	sacred	to	the	Luiseño	now.		Some	traditional	knowledge	of	
Chokla	has	been	 lost	 to	 the	current	generation	because	they	have	not	had	 legal	access	 to	a	majority	of	 the	
mountain	(i.e.	the	privately	owned	portion,	including	the	summit).	

According	to	knowledgeable	traditional	cultural	informants,	the	past	and	current	tradition	cultural	practices	
at	 Chokla	 include:	 fasting,	 meditation,	 performing	 ceremony,	 prayer,	 purifying	 thoughts,	 seeking	 refuge	
during	river	floods,	seeking	inspiration,	and	vision	quest.	 	A	spiritual	leader	of	the	Pala	community	lived	at	
the	base	of	the	mountain	until	the	1930s.	

Chokla	derives	its	traditional	cultural	significance	from	the	role	it	plays	in	the	traditional	culture	of	the	Pala,	
Luiseño,	and	greater	southern	California	Indian	communities.		Chokla’s	significant	attributes	derive	from	the	
traditions,	 beliefs,	 practices,	 lifeways,	 arts,	 crafts,	 and	 social	 institutions	 of	 the	 Pala,	 Luiseño,	 and	 greater	
southern	California	Indian	communities.	 	These	beliefs,	customs,	and	practices	are	traditional	because	they	
have	been	passed	down	through	the	generations	since	prehistory.		This	traditional	culture	pre‐dates	writing,	
but	has	been	passed	down	as	oral	history	and	 through	ongoing	practice.	 	 It	 is	 rooted	 in	 the	 communities’	
histories	and	is	important	in	maintaining	and	continuing	the	cultural	identity	of	the	communities.	

According	 the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	 Indians	THPO,	 “the	area	surrounding	and	 including	Gregory	Mountain	
and	Medicine	Rock	was	used	for	coming	of	age	rituals”	(Gaughen	2011).	 	Luiseño	visit	Chokla	“in	search	of	
healing,	prayer,	and	contemplation”	(Gaughen	2011).		Furthermore,	“when	the	people	today	look	to	Gregory	
Mountain,	they	see	the	resting	place	of	the	spirit	Takwic,	and	turn	from	him	in	respect	and	fear	if	they	see	his	
form	 streaking	 from	 the	mountain	 in	 pursuit	 of	 souls”	 (Gaughen	 2011).	 	 Places	 associated	with	Taakwic	
“served	 as	 an	 important	warning	 to	 live	 a	 just	 life	 or	 your	 soul	would	 be	 taken,	 your	 flesh	 pounded	 and	
summarily	 eaten	 by	 Táakwish”	 (Hoover	 2011).	 	 According	 to	 the	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians,	
Chokla	 has	 “been	 a	 beacon	 of	 spiritual	 guidance	 for	 the	 Luiseño	 People	 for	 thousands	 of	 years.	 	 Luiseño	

																																																													
31	 United	States	Geological	Survey	(USGS)	Pala,	Calif.		7.5’	Topographic	Quadrangle	Map.	
32	 Baksh	2009;	Baksh	and	Underwood	1998;	Gaughen	2011;	Hoover	2011;	Lopez‐Keifer	2011;	Shipek	and	Elling	1990.	
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People	 have	 long	made	 pilgrimages	 to	 Chokla	 not	 only	 for	 spiritual	 guidance,	 but	 as	 a	 place	 for	 religious	
ceremonies	and	a	place	of	healing”	(Lopez‐Keifer	2011).			

Eligibility for Listing in the NRHP 

Chokla	was	 first	 recorded	by	an	anthropologist	 (John	P.	Harrington)	working	with	a	Pala	 informant	 in	 the	
early	 1930s	 (Cook	 et	 al.	 2012).	 	 Prehistoric	 archaeological	 sites	 on	 the	 lower,	 mid‐western	 slope	 of	 the	
mountain	 were	 first	 recorded	 by	 archaeologists	 in	 1960	 and	 1976,	 respectively	 (Cook	 et	 al.	 2012).		
Ethnographic	 and	 ethnohistoric	 studies	 of	 Chokla	 were	 conducted	 in	 1990	 and	 1998	 (Shipek	 and	 Elling	
1990;	Baksh	and	Underwood	1998).		A	revised	NRHP	nomination	form	was	submitted	in	2009	(Baksh	2009)	
and	is	currently	under	consideration.	

Chokla	meets	the	definition	of	a	TCP.		It	has	a	property	referent:	the	geomorphic	feature	known	as	Gregory	
Mountain.	 	 The	 TCP	 known	 as	 Chokla	 is	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 NHPA	 because	 it	 meets	 the	 four	 the	
eligibility	criteria	as	discussed	below:	

NRHP	Eligibility	Criterion	A:	Association	with	events	that	have	made	a	significant	contribution	to	the	broad	
patterns	 of	 our	 history.	 	 Chokla	 is	 NRHP	 eligible	 under	 Criterion	 A	 because	 of	 its	 association	 with	 the	
traditional	metaphysical	belief	system	of	the	Luiseño	Indian	community	as	a	place	with	in	important	role	in	
that	belief	system.	 	The	Luiseño	belief	system	has	made	a	significant	contribution	to	the	broad	patterns	of	
Luiseño	history.	

NRHP	Eligibility	Criterion	B:	Association	with	 the	 lives	of	persons	significant	 in	our	past.	 	Chokla	 is	NRHP	
eligible	under	Criterion	B	because	of	its	association	with	the	life	of	a	person	who	is	significant	in	the	Luiseño	
Indian	community’s	past.		Taakwic,	a	multi‐tribal	Indian	demigod	who	figures	importantly	in	the	traditions	of	
the	Luiseño	Indian	community	is	said	to	sometimes	occupy	a	cave‐like	place	and	cliff	high	on	the	mountain	
and	who	is	sometimes	sighted	on	the	mountain’s	summit.		Chokla	is	one	of	multiple	Taakwic	Pukí	or	“homes”	
of	Taakwic.33		Taakwic’s	ancient	and	ongoing	activities,	his	movements	and	actions	as	harbinger	of	death	and	
disaster,	 among	others,	 are	 an	 integral	 component	of	 the	 traditional	Luiseño	 Indian	 traditional	 “religious”	
belief	system.			

NRHP	 Eligibility	 Criterion	 C:	 Embodies	 the	 distinctive	 characteristics	 of	 a	 type,	 period,	 or	 method	 of	
construction,	or	represents	the	work	of	a	master,	or	possesses	high	artistic	values,	or	represents	a	significant	
and	distinguishable	entity	whose	components	may	lack	individual	distinction.		Chokla	is	NRHP	eligible	under	
Criterion	 C	 because	 it	 possesses	 high	 artistic	 value:	 art	 work	 valued	 by	 Luiseño	 Indians	 for	 traditional	
cultural	reasons.		The	art	work	is	at	the	Medicine	Rock	pictograph	site	which	is	within	Chokla’s	boundaries.	
The	 art	work	 is	 venerated	 by	 the	 Luiseño	 Indians	 and	 has	 high	 artistic	 value	 from	 the	 standpoint	 of	 the	
group.	 	 As	 noted	 below,	 however,	 SHPO	 evaluated	 Chokla	 and	 Medicine	 Rock	 as	 two	 separate	 cultural	
resources.	

NRHP	Eligibility	Criterion	D:	History	of	yielding,	or	potential	to	yield,	information	important	in	prehistory	or	
history.	 	Ethnographic	and	ethnohistorical	studies	of	Chokla,	 conducted	 in	order	 to	clarify	 its	eligibility	 for	
inclusion	 in	 the	 NRHP,	 have	 provided	 important	 insights	 into	 southern	 California	 Indian	 traditions	 and	
																																																													
33		 An	important	distinction	is	the	one	between	a	Taakwic	Pukí,	a	“home”	of	Taakwic,	such	as	Chokla,	and	numerous	other	geographic	

places	where	Taakwic	is	believed	to	have	landed,	rested	or	been	sighted.	
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culture.	 	 Although	 a	western	 portion	 of	 the	mountain	 has	 been	 surveyed	 for	 archaeological	 features	 and	
artifacts	on	the	surface,	more	probably	than	not,	Chokla	includes	archaeological	features	and	artifacts,	on	the	
surface	or	buried,	which	have	not	been	discovered	and	studied	by	archaeologists.	 	Their	study	can	provide	
important	 information	 about	 the	 history	 and	 prehistory	 of	 the	 Luiseño	 Indians.	 	 Chokla	 is	 NRHP	 eligible	
under	Criterion	D	because	of	the	important	information	it	has	yielded	and	yet	has	the	potential	to	yield.			

In	 a	 letter	 to	 the	 California	 SHPO	 requesting	 concurrence	 with	 their	 proposed	 determinations	 of	 NRHP	
eligibility	for	41	cultural	resources	within	the	APE	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	(Castanon	2012a),	
the	USACE	stated	as	follows:	

We	 have	 determined	 Gregory	 Mountain	 to	 be	 eligible	 for	 the	 NRHP	 as	 a	 Traditional	 Cultural	
Property	under	criteria	A	and	B.	This	 site	 is	very	 important	 to	 the	Tribal	 groups	 in	 the	region.	 It	
would	be	directly	and	indirectly	affected	by	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill	…	[and]	we	
have	 determined	 SDI‐4356	 (prehistoric/ethnohistoric	Medicine	 Rock	with	 rock	 art)	 to	 be	 NRHP	
eligible	under	criteria	A,	B,	C,	and	D	and	is	considered	a	Traditional	Cultural	Property.		This	site	is	
very	important	to	the	Tribal	groups	in	the	region.		

In	response	to	USACE’s	letter	(Castanon	2012a),	the	California	SHPO	found	that	the	California	SHPO	and	the	
State	 Historical	 Resources	 Board	 “have	 previously	 determined	 Gregory	 Mountain	 or	 Chokla	 to	 be	 NRHP	
eligible	as	a	TCP	under	both	criteria	A	and	B,	this	remains	unchanged”	(Donaldson	2012).	

Although	Medicine	Rock	(archaeological	site	number	CA‐SDI‐4356)	is	located	within	Chokla’s	boundaries,	the	
USACE	and	the	California	SHPO	considered	it	as	a	cultural	resource	separate	from	Chokla	(Castanon	2012a;	
Donaldson	2012).	 	The	California	SHPO	concluded	that	“it	 is	clear	that	Medicine	Rock	is	NRHP	eligible	as	a	
Traditional	Cultural	Property	under	criteria	A	and	B”	and	that	it	may	be	NRHP	eligible	under	criteria	C	and	D	
as	well,	but	that	more	information	from	USACE	is	needed	to	make	this	determination	(Donaldson	2012).				

Although	archaeological	site	CA‐SDI‐745	is	partly	within	Chokla’s	boundaries,	the	USACE	and	the	California	
SHPO	considered	it	as	a	non‐TCP	archaeological	resource	separate	from	Chokla	(Castanon	2012a;	Donaldson	
2012).	CA‐SDI‐745	is	a	prehistoric	and	possibly	protohistoric	habitation	site	thought	to	be	a	portion	of	the	
remains	of	 the	original	village	of	Pala:	 “a	special	 location	where	persons	of	high	status	 lived	or	performed	
religious	 ceremonies”	 (Shipek	 and	 Elling	 1990:12).	 	 Lopez‐Keifer	 (2011)	 stated	 that	 CA‐SDI‐745	 “is	 still	
important	and	significant	to	the	Luiseño	People.		All	evidence	supports	the	fact	that	this	was	a	place	of	living	
and	 ceremonial	 purposes	 for	 our	 ancestors.”	 	 The	 California	 SHPO	 concurred	 with	 the	 USACE’s	
determination	that	CA‐SDI‐745	is	NRHP	eligible	under	Criterion	D	(Donaldson	2012).	

Period of Significance 

The	 period	 in	 which,	 in	 Luiseño	 tradition,	 the	 property	 gained	 its	 significance	 cannot	 be	 expressed	 in	
calendar	years.	 	 It	dates	 from	the	 time	of	 the	Kahmelum	 (first	people).	 	 In	 the	opinion	of	 the	San	Luis	Rey	
Band	of	Mission	Indians,	“Chokla	has	been	here	for	over	10,000	years”	(Lopez‐Keifer	2011).	

Similarly,	the	period	of	use	for	traditional	purposes	begins	sometime	in	prehistory,	but	is	known	to	continue,	
according	 to	 contemporary	 traditional	 Luiseño	 culture	 practitioners,	 to	 the	 present	 day	 (Gaughen	 2011,	
Hoover	2011,	Lopez‐Keifer	2011).	
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Boundaries 

Traditional	cultural	values	indicate	that	Chokla’s	physical	referent	is	Gregory	Mountain	from	top	to	bottom,	
including	 the	 interior	 as	well	 as	 the	 exterior	 of	 the	mountain.	 	 The	 top	 boundary,	 the	 summit	 of	 Gregory	
Mountain,	 is	 self‐evident.	 	 The	 bottom	 and,	 hence,	 the	 maximum	 horizontal	 extent,	 of	 the	 property	 is	
ambiguous.	 	 It	 has	 been	 drawn	 somewhat	 arbitrarily	 along	 topographic	 lines	 which	 approximate	 the	
geomorphic	bottom	of	Gregory	Mountain	(Baksh	2009)	and	creates	horizontal	boundaries	 that	encompass	
all	 of	 the	known	 (but	possibly	not	unknown) physical	 traditional	 cultural	 features	which	 are	 attributes	 of	
Chokla: 34	

 The	 summit	 of	 the	mountain:	 traditional	 beliefs	 and	 contemporary	 accounts	 indicate	 that	Taakwic	
has	been	seen	seated	on	the	summit.	

 A	Taakwic	Pukí:	traditional	beliefs	indicate	that	“a	cavelike	place	and	also	a	cliff	…	on	the	west	side”	of	
the	mountain	is	one	of	Taakwic’s	pukí	or	“homes”	(Baksh	and	Underwood	1998).	

 Paávawat	 (crying	baby)	spring:	according	 to	 traditional	beliefs,	 there	 is	a	spring	on	 the	side	of	 the	
mountain	“facing	Pala,	about	halfway	up,	and	there	is	a	Paávawat	that	cries	there.”	

 Medicine	 Rock	 (archaeological	 Site	 CA‐SDI‐4356):	 a	 prehistoric	 rock	 art	 (pictographs)	 and	milling	
(features	 and	 tools)	 site	which,	 according	 to	 traditional	 beliefs	 and	 archaeological	 interpretations,	
was	 used	 in	 the	 traditional	Wakenish	 (female	 puberty	 ceremony)	 (Baksh	 and	 Underwood	 1998).		
Shipek	and	Elling	(1990:7)	reported	that	“medicinal	plants	were	considered	more	efficacious	when	
harvested	at	sacred	locations,	such	as	near	the	‘Sacred	Medicine	Rock’	at	Gregory	Canyon.”	

 Archaeological	Site	CA‐SDI‐745:	a	prehistoric	and	possibly	protohistoric	habitation	site	thought	to	be	
a	 portion	 of	 the	 original	 village	 of	 Pala:	 “a	 special	 location	 where	 persons	 of	 high	 status	 lived	 or	
performed	religious	ceremonies”	(Shipek	and	Elling	1990:12).	 	Lopez‐Keifer	(2011)	stated	that	CA‐
SDI‐745	“is	still	important	and	significant	to	the	Luiseño	People.		All	evidence	supports	the	fact	that	
this	was	a	place	of	living	and	ceremonial	purposes	for	our	ancestors.”	

 Game	and	plant	food:	traditional	animal	and	plant	resources,	still	used	by	the	Pala	community	today,	
are	found	on	the	mountain.	 	According	to	traditional	beliefs	and	practices,	obtaining	access	to	such	
resources	was	an	integral	part	of	spiritual	quests	to	Taakwic	Pukí.	 	In	reference	to	another	Taakwic	
Pukí,	an	informant	noted	that	“the	ascent…	[is]…made	worthwhile	by	rewards	at	the	end	of	the	trail	–	
game,	plant	foods,	and	magical	power”	(Bean	1995:F‐3).35	

Valued Setting 

The	 qualities	 of	 the	 property’s	 visual,	 auditory,	 and	 atmospheric	 setting	 that	 are	 valued	 by	 traditional	
Luiseño	culture	practitioners	and	contribute	to	 its	significance,	 including	those	qualities	whose	expression	
extends	beyond	the	boundaries	of	the	property	as	such	into	the	surrounding	environment,	include:	

																																																													
34	 Luiseño	ethnographic	 informants	have	reported	that	their	personal	knowledge	regarding	physical	traditional	cultural	 features	on	

the	top	and	western	slopes	of	the	mountain	is	diminished	because	they	have	not	had	legal	access	to	those	portions	for	decades	(Baksh	
and	Underwood	1998;	Shipek	and	Elling	1990).			

35	 As	quoted	by	Baksh	and	Underwood	(1998:38).	
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 The	 natural	 appearance,	 including	 native	 vegetation,	 unblemished	 by	 human	 land	 use	 such	 as	
farming,	logging,	and	built	environment;	

 The	quiet	and	solitude	of	the	uninhabited	mountain;	

 The	natural,	unpolluted,	and	clean	environment;	and	

 The	unobstructed	view	of	the	mountain	from	Pala	and	other	nearby	locations.	

4.5.2.3.2  Design Features from the Gregory Canyon EIR  

The	following	summarizes	mitigation	measures	that	would	be	required	under	CEQA	with	implementation	of	
the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	 project	pursuant	 to	 a	Mitigation	Monitoring	 and	Reporting	Program	 (MMRP)	
adopted	by	the	San	Diego	DEH	on	May	13,	2011.		As	these	measures	would	be	required	as	part	of	the	project,	
they	 are	 referred	 to	 and	 considered	 as	 design	 features	 in	 this	 EIS.	 	 The	 MMRP	 with	 the	 full	 text	 of	 the	
measures	is	included	in	Appendix	A	of	this	EIS.	

 DF	4.12.C5P.	 Develop	a	MOA.		Requires	that	the	lead	federal	agency	and	the	SHPO	execute	a	MOA	
in	accordance	with	Section	106	of	the	NHPA.	

 DF	4.12‐1a.	 Protection	of	Resources.	 	Require	that	the	site	east	of	the	landfill	footprint	and	the	
relocated	SDG&E	easement	be	dedicated	as	permanent	open	space.	

 DF	4.12‐1b.	 Access.	 	Execute	 and	 record	 an	 access	 easement	 granting	 the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	
Indians	 the	 right	 to	 hike	within	 an	 easement	 area	 from	 the	western	 boundary	 of	 the	 Pala	 Indian	
Reservation	to	the	summit	of	Gregory	Mountain.	

 DF	4.12‐1c.	 Access.		Should	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	agree,	pay	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	
Indians	a	 fixed	dollar	amount	which	 shall	be	used	by	 the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	 Indians	 to	enhance	
access	to	Gregory	Mountain	from	the	Pala	Indian	Reservation.	

 DF	4.12‐1d.	 Maintain	Trail.	 	Should	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	agree,	provide	funding	for	
maintenance	 of	 the	 trail	 from	 the	 eastern	 base	 to	 the	 summit	 of	 Gregory	 Mountain	 during	 the	
operational	life	of	the	landfill.	

 DF	4.12‐1e.	 Postpone	Activities	on	Western	Slope.		Postpone	activities	on	the	western	slope	of	
Gregory	Mountain	and	above	the	existing	SDG&E	easement	for	as	long	as	is	feasible.	

 DF	4.12‐2a.	 Reduce	Dust.		Apply	water	in	greater	intervals	during	high	winds	to	reduce	dust.	

 DF	4.12‐2b.	 Dust	 Screen.	 	 Install	 landscaping,	 including	 shrubs	 and	 trees,	 between	 landfill	
operations	and	Medicine	Rock	(CA‐SDI‐313/4,356)	to	create	a	dust	screen.	

 DF	4.12‐3.	 Reduce	 Noise	 During	 SDG&E	 Tower	 Relocation.	 	 Monitor	 noise	 levels	 at	 the	
Gregory	 Mountain	 ridgeline	 during	 relocation	 of	 SDG&E	 towers.	 	 If	 acceptable	 noise	 levels	 are	
exceeded,	implement	some	or	all	of	the	following	measures	to	reduce	noise:	

o Build	temporary	noise	barriers	between	construction	activities	and	the	ridgeline.	

o Reduce	the	amount	or	size	of	construction	equipment.	

 DF	4.12‐4.	 Create	 Ethnobotanical	 Habitat.	 	 Create	 in‐kind	 habitats	 on	 the	 site	 that	 include	
ethnobotanical	 species	 listed	 in	 Appendix	 O	 of	 the	 EIR.	 	 Incorporate	 the	 in‐kind	 habitats	 into	 the	
HRRMP	 and/or	 dedicated	 open	 space	 areas.	 	 The	 Pala	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians	 will	 have	 the	
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opportunity	 to	 provide	 input	 regarding	 the	 location(s)	 of	 the	 in‐kind	habitats	 and	 the	 selection	 of	
ethnobotanical	species.	

 DF	 4.11‐6a.	 	 Water	 Application	 and	 Landscaping.	 	 Requires	 increased	 intervals	 of	 water	
application	for	dust	control.		Also,	requires	landscaping	to	create	a	dust	screen.	

 DF	4.11‐6b.		Baseline	Data.		Requires	a	professional	rock	art	conservator	provide	baseline	data	and	
periodically	 assess	 condition	 of	 Medicine	 Rock	 (with	 approval	 of	 adjacent	 property	 owner).		
Monitoring	shall	be	developed	in	consultation	with	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	and	approved	by	
County	DEH.	

4.5.2.3.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	The	undertaking	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	may	alter,	directly	or	indirectly,	any	of	
the	characteristics	of	a	historic	property	that	qualify	the	property	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	in	a	manner	that	
would	 diminish	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 property’s	 location,	 design,	 setting,	materials,	workmanship,	 feeling,	 or	
association.			

Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 TCP‐1:	 	 The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	may	 alter,	 directly	 and	
indirectly,	the	characteristics	of	a	historic	property’s	setting	that	qualify	the	property	for	inclusion	in	
the	 NRHP	 in	 a	manner	 that	 would	 diminish	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 property’s	 setting,	 feeling,	 and	
association.		Therefore,	impacts	would	result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect.	

The	USACE	has	concluded	 that	Chokla	 “would	be	both	directly	and	 indirectly	affected	by	construction	and	
operation	of	 the	 landfill”,	 that	Medicine	Rock	 is	 “within	 the	 indirect	APE”,	 and	 that	CA‐SDI‐745	 “would	be	
directly	affected	by	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill	(Castanon	2012a).		The	California	SHPO	has	not	
commented	 on	 specific	 effects	 to	 specific	 cultural	 resources,	 but	 has	 commented	 that	 the	 Applicant’s	
Proposed	Alternative	 “will	 result	 in	 adverse	 effects”	 to	NRHP‐eligible	 cultural	 resources	within	 the	 direct	
APE,	but	that	adverse	effects	to	NRHP‐eligible	properties	within	the	indirect	APE	are	yet	to	be	determined	
(Donaldson	2012).		

Environmental Consequences of Construction (Initial and Periodic) 

The	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	would	be	developed	in	consecutive	phases	over	the	facilities’	approximately	30‐
year	life.		The	final	grading	plan	would	result	in	a	maximum	landfill	area	of	approximately	193.6	acres	and	a	
maximum	landfill	elevation	of	1,100	feet	amsl.		As	illustrated	by	Figure	4.5.2‐1,	Traditional	Cultural	Property	
Relative	to	Components	of	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	approximately	105	acres	of	the	landfill	footprint	
would	be	sited	within	 the	boundaries	of	Chokla,	an	area	 that	 constitutes	7.1	percent	of	 the	approximately	
1,488‐acre	TCP.			

More	 than	 one	 half	 of	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 footprint	 would	 be	 on	 the	 lower,	 western	 slopes	 of	 Gregory	
Mountain	and	within	Chokla’s	boundaries.		Grading	to	construct	the	landfill	would	remove	native	sediments	
from	 a	 portion	 of	 Chokla’s	 physical	 referent	 and	 alter	 the	 physical	 condition	 of	 the	 TCP.	 	 Plants	 with	
traditional	 cultural	uses	would	be	 removed.	 	Dust,	 fumes,	 vibration	and	noise	would	be	 introduced	 to	 the	
lower,	western	slopes	of	the	mountain	and	would	alter	the	TCP’s	setting	and	feeling.		This	alteration	would	
be	considerably	less	at	the	elevation	of	the	Taakwic	Pukí	and	on	the	mountain’s	summit.		Such	alterations	are	
incongruous	with	the	TCPs	current	conditions	which	are	of	traditional	cultural	value	to	the	Pala	and	greater	
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Luiseño	 communities.	 	 The	 TCP’s	 character	 and	 setting	 would	 be	 adversely	 affected.	 	 The	 view	 of	 the	
mountain	from	Pala,	however,	would	be	unaffected.	

A	desilting	basin	would	be	constructed	on	the	 lower,	western	slopes	of	Gregory	Mountain	at	 the	mouth	of	
Gregory	Canyon	on	 the	 north	 end	of	 the	 landfill	 footprint	 and	within	 the	Chokla’s	 boundary,	 and	 in	 close	
proximity	to	Medicine	Rock.		Grading	to	construct	the	desilting	basin	would	remove	native	sediments	from	a	
portion	 of	 Chokla’s	 physical	 referent	 and	 alter	 the	 physical	 condition	 of	 the	 TCP.	 	 Plants	with	 traditional	
Luiseño	 cultural	 uses	 would	 be	 removed.	 	 Dust,	 fumes,	 vibration	 and	 noise	 would	 be	 introduced	 to,	 and	
would	alter,	the	TCPs	setting.		Such	alterations	are	incongruous	with	the	TCPs	current	conditions	which	are	
of	traditional	cultural	value	to	the	Pala	and	greater	Luiseño	communities.	 	The	TCP’s	character	and	setting	
would	be	adversely	affected.	

The	ancillary	facilities	area	and	five	groundwater	monitoring	wells	would	be	constructed	north	of	the	landfill	
footprint	to	the	west	of	the	desilting	basin.	 	Grading	to	construct	the	ancillary	facilities	area	and	drilling	to	
install	the	wells	would	disturb	native	sediments	in	a	portion	of	Chokla’s	physical	referent	and	would	alter	the	
physical	condition	of	the	TCP.		Plants	with	traditional	Luiseño	cultural	uses	would	be	removed.		Dust,	fumes,	
vibration,	and	noise	would	be	 introduced	to,	and	alter,	 the	TCPs	setting.	 	Such	alterations	are	 incongruous	
with	 the	 TCPs	 current	 conditions	which	 are	 of	 traditional	 cultural	 value	 to	 the	 Pala	 and	 greater	 Luiseño	
communities.		The	TCP’s	character	and	setting	would	be	adversely	affected.	

Eight	 landfill	gas	migration	monitoring	probes	would	be	 installed	on	the	 lower,	western	slopes	of	Gregory	
Mountain	above	the	landfill	footprint	and	within	Chokla’s	boundaries.		Grading	and	drilling	to	construct	the	
gas	migration	monitoring	 probes	 would	 disturb	 native	 sediments	 in	 a	 small	 portion	 of	 Chokla’s	 physical	
referent	 and	 would	 alter	 the	 physical	 condition	 of	 the	 TCP.	 	 Plants	 on	 the	 lower	 western	 slopes	 of	 the	
mountain	with	traditional	Luiseño	cultural	uses	may	be	removed.		During	the	installation	of	the	wells,	dust,	
fumes,	 vibration,	 and	 noise	 would	 be	 introduced	 to,	 and	 alter,	 the	 TCPs	 setting.	 	 Such	 alterations	 are	
incongruous	with	the	TCPs	current	conditions	which	are	of	traditional	cultural	value	to	the	Pala	and	greater	
Luiseño	communities.		The	TCP’s	setting	would	be	temporarily	adversely	affected.	

SDG&E	 towers	 would	 be	 relocated	 on	 the	 lower,	 western	 slopes	 of	 Gregory	 Mountain	 above	 the	 landfill	
footprint	 and	within	 Chokla’s	 boundaries.	 	 Tower	 relocation	 activity	would	 disturb	 native	 sediments	 in	 a	
small	portion	of	Chokla’s	physical	referent	and	would	alter	the	physical	condition	of	the	TCP.		Plants	on	the	
lower	western	slopes	of	 the	mountain	with	 traditional	Luiseño	cultural	uses	may	be	removed.	 	During	the	
installation	of	the	wells,	dust,	fumes,	vibration,	and	noise	would	be	introduced	to,	and	alter,	the	TCPs	setting.		
The	TCP’s	setting	would	be	temporarily	adversely	affected.	

Other	 construction	outside	of	Chokla’s	boundaries,	but	within	 the	viewshed	of	portions	of	 the	TCP,	would	
occur	and	would	alter	the	TCPs	setting.		Such	alterations	are	incongruous	with	the	TCPs	current	conditions	
which	are	of	 traditional	 cultural	value	 to	 the	Pala	and	greater	Luiseño	communities.	 	Therefore,	 the	TCP’s	
setting	would	be	adversely	affected.	

Additionally,	grading,	trenching,	drilling	and	other	construction	excavations	within	the	TCPs	boundaries	has	
the	potential	to	destroy	buried	and	as‐yet	undiscovered	archaeological	features	which	are	attributes	of	the	
TCP	and	would	have	adverse	effects	on	TCPs	information	potential.			



Source: Esri, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, GeoEye, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, and the GIS User Community

FIGURE

Source: Aerial Express, 2010; PCR Services Corporation, 2012.
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Most	of	 the	known	physical	 features	which	are	essential	physical	 features	that	enable	Chokla	to	convey	its	
historic	identity	would	not	be	damaged	or	destroyed.	 	These	include	the	Taakwic	Pukí	high	on	the	western	
slopes	 of	 the	mountain,	 the	 summit	 of	 the	mountain,	 and	 the	 view	 of	 the	mountain	 from	 Pala.	 	 Although	
design	 features,	 such	 as	 the	 installation	 of	 a	 landscape	 screen	 and	 watering	 (discussed	 in	 subsection	
4.5.2.3.2,	 above)	 would	 reduce	 fugitive	 dust,	 fugitive	 dust	 and	 vibration	 resulting	 from	 construction	may	
contribute	to	the	ongoing	deterioration	of	the	pictographs	at	Medicine	Rock.	

Environmental Consequences of Operation 

As	 a	 consequence	 of	 landfill	 operation,	 managed	 solid	 waste,	 litter,	 dust,	 fumes,	 vibration,	 noise	 and	
malignant	odors	would	be	introduced	to,	and	would	alter,	the	TCP’s	setting.	 	Scavenging	birds	attracted	by	
solid	waste	management	operations	would	increase	the	risk	of	droppings	causing	damage	to	the	pictographs	
at	 Medicine	 Rock.	 	 Such	 alterations	 are	 incongruous	 with	 the	 TCPs	 current	 conditions	 which	 are	 of	
traditional	 cultural	 value	 to	 the	 Pala	 and	 greater	 Luiseño	 communities.	 	 The	 TCP’s	 character	 and	 setting	
would	be	 adversely	 affected.	 	 Furthermore,	 damage	 to	 the	pictographs	would	have	 adverse	 effects	 on	 the	
TCPs	information	potential.	

Environmental Consequences of Closure (Including Post‐Closure Land Use)  

The	proposed	post‐closure	end	use	for	the	site	would	be	undeveloped	open	space.	 	The	final	 landfill	cover	
would	support	drought‐tolerant,	native	vegetation.		Most	of	the	known	physical	features	which	are	essential	
physical	 features	 that	enable	Chokla	 to	convey	 its	historic	 identity	would	be	unaffected,	however,	 covered	
solid	waste	would	remain	within	Chokla’s	boundaries	and	its	presence	would	be	incongruous	with	the	TCPs	
current	 conditions	 which	 are	 of	 traditional	 cultural	 value	 to	 the	 Pala	 and	 greater	 Luiseño	 communities.		
Figure	4.1‐2,	Gregory	Canyon	Area	Key	View	5:	Eastbound	Highway	76,	 in	Section	4.1,	Aesthetics,	shows	the	
existing	 and	 simulated	 conditions.	 	 Although	 the	 ultimate	 landfill	 prism	 would	 be	 located	 on	 the	 lower	
western	slopes	of	the	mountain,	the	TCP’s	character	and	setting	would	be	adversely	affected.	

Summary of Environmental Consequences 

Implementation	of	the	design	features	discussed	in	subsection	4.5.2.3.2,	above,	and	in	other	sections	of	this	
EIS	would	partially	mitigate	the	adverse	effects	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	on	the	NRHP‐eligible	
TCP	known	as	Chokla.		The	creation	of	permanent	open	space	would	include	the	western	slopes	and	the	top	
of	Gregory	Mountain	(DF	4.12‐1a)	including	674	acres	within	the	boundaries	of	Chokla.		Although	105	acres	
of	this	area	would	be	disturbed,	open	space	would	effectively	preserve,	in	perpetuity,	567	undisturbed	acres	
(38	percent)	of	Chokla.		The	preserved	area	would	include	three	important	traditional	cultural	features:	(1)	
the	summit	of	Gregory	Mountain,	(2)	the	Taacwic	Pukí,	and	(3)	traditional	use	plants.	

Access	 to	 the	summit	of	Gregory	Mountain	by	 the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	 Indians	would	be	enhanced	by	an	
access	agreement	(DF	4.12‐1b),	and	funding	to	improve	(DF	4.12‐1c)	and	maintain	(DF	4.12‐1d)	such	access.		
These	measures	would	restore	and	improve	access	to	the	summit	of	Gregory	Mountain	which	has	previously	
been	curtailed	by	private	ownership	of	the	land,	and	would	allow	for	the	rejuvenation	and	perpetuation	of	
traditional	cultural	practices	associated	with	the	summit.	

During	construction	and	operation,	watering	to	reduce	dust	(DF	4.12‐2a	and	DF	4.11.6a),	a	landscape	screen	
(DF	4.12‐2b	and	DF	4.11.6b),	and	a	noise	barrier	and/or	a	reduced	scale	of	construction/operation	(DF	4‐12‐
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3)	would	reduce	the	adverse	effects	of	fugitive	dust	and	noise	on	Chokla’s	character	and	setting.		Section	4.11,	
Noise	and	Vibration,	of	 this	EIS	 contains	 further	design	 features	 to	manage	noise	during	 construction	and	
operation.			

Medicine	Rock	is	adjacent	to	the	direct	APE	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	but	on	land	which	is	not	
owned	by	 the	 applicant.	 	 Should	 the	 land	 owner	 agree,	 the	 condition	 of	Medicine	Rock	would	 be	 studied,	
documented,	 and	monitored	during	 construction,	 operation,	 and	decommissioning.	 	 If	 deterioration	of	 the	
condition	 of	 Medicine	 Rock	 is	 identified,	 conservation	 measures	 recommended	 by	 a	 qualified	 rock	 art	
conservator	would	be	implemented.	

The	 creation	 of	 habitats	 including	 traditional	 use	 plants	 in	 open	 space	 (DF	4.12‐4)	would	 both	propagate	
traditional	use	plants	and	enhance	access	to	traditional	use	plants	by	members	of	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	
Indians.	 	 This	 design	 feature	 would	 restore	 and	 improve	 access	 to	 traditional	 use	 plants	 on	 the	 top	 and	
western	slopes	of	Gregory	Mountain	which	has	previously	been	curtailed	by	private	ownership	of	the	land,	
and	allow	for	the	rejuvenation	and	perpetuation	of	traditional	cultural	practices	associated	with	traditional	
use	plants.	

In	summary,	during	the	operational	life	of	the	landfill,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	alter	the	
character	of	the	TCP's	setting	which	contributes	to	the	TCP's	eligibility	for	the	NRHP	by	introducing	visual	
elements,	 audible	 elements,	 and	 atmospheric	 elements	 that	 are	 out	 of	 character	with	 the	 TCP	 and	would	
alter	 its	 setting.	 	Although	most	 of	 the	known	physical	 features	which	 are	 essential	 physical	 features	 that	
enable	 Chokla	 to	 convey	 its	 historic	 identity	 would	 be	 unaffected,	 following	 closure	 of	 the	 landfill,	 the	
remaining	landfill	prism	would	continue	to	alter	the	character	of	the	TCP's	setting	which	contributes	to	the	
TCP's	eligibility	for	the	NRHP.	

Design	 features	 would	 reduce	 the	 adverse	 effects	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 to	 the	 TCP’s	
significance	 and	 integrity,	 but	 there	 are	 no	 measures	 that	 would	 eliminate	 the	 adverse	 effects	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	to	the	TCP’s	significance	and	integrity.	

The	design	features	would	considerably	enhance	preservation	of	some	of	the	TCP	and	some	of	the	associated	
traditional	cultural	practices.		Most	notably,	they	would:	(1)	enhance	access	to	the	TCP	and,	thereby,	enhance	
the	 perpetuation	 of	 traditional	 cultural	 practices,	 (2)	 create	 open	 space	 that	 would	 afford	 some	 physical	
protection	 of	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 TCP’s	 physical	 referent,	 character,	 and	 setting,	 (3)	 propagate	 plants	 with	
traditional	 cultural	 uses	within	 the	 TCP’s	 boundaries	 and	 enhance	 access	 to	 them	 for	 traditional	 cultural	
practitioners	 and,	 thereby,	 enhance	 the	 perpetuation	 of	 traditional	 cultural	 practices,	 and	 (4)	 implement	
some	new	and	long‐term	protection	of	Medicine	Rock.	

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 have	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 on	 the	 TCPs	 integrity	 of	
relationship.	 	 The	 integral	 relationship	 of	 the	 TCP	 with	 traditional	 Luiseño	 cultural	 beliefs	 and	 practices	
would	be	adversely	affected.		The	TCP	is	known	to	be	regarded	by	traditional	Luiseño	cultural	practitioners	
as	important	in	the	retention	and	transmittal	of	their	traditional	metaphysical	beliefs	and	to	the	performance	
of	traditional	Luiseño	cultural	practices.		The	Pechanga	Band	of	Luiseño	Indians’	Cultural	Analyst	opines	that	
the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 “desecrate	 Gregory	 Mountain”	 (Hoover	 2011).	 	 Desecrate	 is	
taken	 to	 mean	 violate	 and	 outrage	 the	 sacred	 character	 of	 a	 place	 by	 destructive,	 blasphemous	 and	
sacrilegious	action.		Hence,	a	sacred	place	(worthy	of	and	regarded	with	reverence,	awe,	and	respect)	would	
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be	made	a	profane	place	(defiled	and	impure).	In	the	opinion	of	the	Rincon	Band	of	Mission	Indians’	Rincon	
Cultural	Committee	Chair,	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	“would	ruin	culturally	sacred	areas	forever”	
and	“desecrate	and	destroy	Luiseño	sacred	sites”	(Duro	2012).	

The	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	 have	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 on	 the	 TCPs	 integrity	 of	
condition.	 	 Adverse	 effects	 on	 the	 TCPs	 traditional	 cultural	 significance	 would	 cause	 the	 TCP	 to	 lose	
traditional	cultural	significance	through	physical	alteration	of	its	setting.		The	TCP	would	retain	some	of	its	
traditional	cultural	significance	even	 though	 it	would	be	substantially	modified.	 	The	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	would	encroach	upon,	but	not	destroy,	the	TCPs	integrity	of	condition.	

Mitigation Measures 

Relevant	design	 features	which	would	 reduce	 the	 adverse	 effects	 include	 the	 creation	of	 open	 space,	 bird	
control,	 litter	 control,	 odor	 control,	 dust	 control,	 and	noise	 and	vibration	 control.	 	 Please	 see	Chapter	3.0,	
Description	of	Alternatives,	of	this	EIS	for	a	detailed	description	of	these	design	features.	

The	following	additional	measures	would	further	minimize	significant	adverse	effects	to	Chokla’s	character	
and	setting:		

MM	 Gregory	 TCP‐1.	 	 Section	 106.	 	 The	 USACE	 shall	 comply	 with	 Section	 106	 of	 the	 NHPA	 as	
implemented	by	36	CFR	800,	and	33	CFR	325,	Appendix	C.	 	 If	 appropriate,	prior	 to	 the	
issuance	of	a	Section	404	permit,	the	USACE	shall	develop	and	negotiate	a	MOA	with	the	
California	SHPO	and	the	ACHP	as	necessary.		Tribal	groups	and	the	permit	applicant	shall	
be	 invited	 to	 concur	 in	 the	MOA.	 	 The	MOA	 shall	 detail	 the	mitigation	measures	 to	 be	
implemented	prior	to,	and	during	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill.	

MM	Gregory	TCP‐2a.	 	 Enclosure	 of	Medicine	Rock.	 	 Should	 the	 landowner	 agree	 and	 prior	 to	
construction,	 the	 applicant	 shall	 remove	 the	 existing	 (aesthetically	 obtrusive	 and	
dilapidated)	 fencing	which	currently	 encloses	Medicine	Rock.	 	To	ensure	 that	 the	 fence	
removal	operation	does	not	result	in	damage	to	Medicine	Rock,	it	shall	be	monitored	by	a	
qualified	 archaeologist	 and,	 should	 the	 Pala	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians	 agree,	 by	 a	
representative	 of	 the	 Pala	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 fence	 removal	
operation	is	performed	without	resulting	in	damage	to	Medicine	Rock.			

MM	Gregory	TCP‐2b.	 	 Enclosure	 of	Medicine	Rock.	 	 Should	 the	 landowner	 agree	 and	 prior	 to	
construction,	 the	 applicant	 shall	 install	 an	 aesthetically	 unobtrusive	 enclosure	 around	
Medicine	 Rock	 to	 prevent	 access	 by	 vandals	 and	 to	 block	 wind‐blown	 litter.	 	 The	
enclosure	shall	 contain	 the	entirety	of	 the	Medicine	Rock	archaeological	 site	and	buffer	
zone	which	is	no	less	than	50	feet	wide.		The	enclosure	shall	include	a	locked	door	or	gate	
to	provide	authorized	access	for	non‐destructive	traditional	cultural	uses	and	legitimate,	
non‐destructive	scientific	purposes.		The	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	shall	be	a	provided	
with	a	key	to	the	door	and	gate.		To	ensure	that	the	enclosure	installation	operation	does	
not	result	in	damage	to	Medicine	Rock,	it	shall	be	monitored	by	a	qualified	archaeologist	
and,	should	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	agree,	by	a	representative	of	the	Pala	Band	
of	 Mission	 Indians	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 enclosure	 installation	 operation	 is	 performed	
without	resulting	in	damage	to	Medicine	Rock.	
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MM	Gregory	TCP‐2c.	Landscaping	Around	Enclosure.	 	 Should	 the	 landowner	agree	and	prior	 to	
construction,	 the	 applicant	 shall	 install	 a	 landscape	 screen	outside	but	 adjacent	 to,	 and	
around	the	entirety	of	 the	new	enclosure	around	Medicine	Rock.	 	The	 landscape	screen	
shall	 be	 a	minimum	of	 ten	 feet	wide	and	 include	 shrubs	 and	 trees.	 	 To	 ensure	 that	 the	
landscape	 screen	 installation	 operation	 does	 not	 result	 in	 damage	 to	Medicine	 Rock,	 it	
shall	 be	 monitored	 by	 a	 qualified	 archaeologist	 and,	 should	 the	 Pala	 Band	 of	 Mission	
Indians	agree,	by	a	representative	of	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	to	ensure	that	the	
landscape	 screen	 installation	 operation	 is	 performed	 without	 resulting	 in	 damage	 to	
Medicine	Rock.	

MM	Gregory	TCP‐2d.	 	Protection	of	Medicine	Rock.	 	 Should	 the	 landowner	 agree	 and	 prior	 to	
construction,	 the	applicant	 shall	protect	 the	Medicine	Rock	site	 from	bird	droppings	by	
installing	 bird	 netting	 or	 a	 similarly	 effective	 bird‐deterring	 barrier	 over	 the	 new	
enclosure	around	Medicine	Rock.	 	To	ensure	that	the	bird	barrier	 installation	operation	
does	 not	 result	 in	 damage	 to	 Medicine	 Rock,	 it	 shall	 be	 monitored	 by	 a	 qualified	
archaeologist	and,	should	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	agree,	by	a	representative	of	
the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	to	ensure	that	the	bird	barrier	installation	operation	is	
performed	without	resulting	in	damage	to	Medicine	Rock.	

MM	 Gregory	 TCP‐2e.	 Removal	 of	 Barrier.	 	 Should	 the	 landowner	 agree	 and	 upon	 landfill	
decommissioning,	 the	 applicant	 shall	 remove	 the	 bird	 barrier.	 	 To	 ensure	 that	 the	 bird	
barrier	 removal	 operation	 does	 not	 result	 in	 damage	 to	 Medicine	 Rock,	 it	 shall	 be	
monitored	 by	 a	 qualified	 archaeologist	 and,	 should	 the	 Pala	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians	
agree,	 by	 a	 representative	 of	 the	 Pala	 Band	 of	Mission	 Indians	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 bird	
barrier	removal	operation	is	performed	without	resulting	in	damage	to	Medicine	Rock.		If	
bird	 droppings	 have	 accumulated	 on	 the	 pictographs,	 they	 shall	 be	 removed	 by	 a	
qualified	rock	art	conservator	without	damaging	Medicine	Rock.	

MM	 Gregory	 TCP‐2f.	 Litter	 Removal.	 	 Should	 the	 landowner	 agree	 and	 upon	 landfill	
decommissioning,	 the	 applicant	 shall	 remove	 any	 accumulated	 litter	 from	 within	 the	
enclosure	 and	 from	 within	 the	 landscape	 screen.	 	 To	 ensure	 that	 the	 litter	 removal	
operation	does	not	result	in	damage	to	Medicine	Rock,	it	shall	be	monitored	by	a	qualified	
archaeologist	and,	should	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	agree,	by	a	representative	of	
the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	to	ensure	that	the	litter	removal	operation	is	performed	
without	resulting	in	damage	to	Medicine	Rock.	

Net	impacts	remaining	with	the	above	mitigation	measures	would	consist	of	adverse	effects	on	the	integral	
relationship	 of	 the	 TCP	with	 traditional	 Luiseño	 cultural	 beliefs	 and	 practices,	 and	 adverse	 effects	 on	 the	
TCPs	traditional	cultural	significance	through	physical	alteration	of	its	setting.		The	TCP	would	retain	most	of	
its	traditional	cultural	significance	even	though	it	would	be	substantially	modified.		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	would	encroach	upon,	but	not	destroy,	the	TCPs	integrity	of	condition.	

4.5.2.4  NO FEDERAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.2.4.1  Affected Environment  

The	affected	environment	for	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	in	both	regional	and	local	contexts,	would	be	
the	 same	 as	 the	 affected	 environment	 for	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 as	 described	 above	 in	
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subsection	4.5.2.3.1,	above.		As	discussed,	the	affected	environment	is	within	the	traditional	tribal	territory	
of	the	Luiseño	Indians	and	includes	the	TCP	known	as	Chokla.			

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	is	not	considered	an	undertaking	pursuant	to	Section	106	of	the	NHPA,	36	
CFR	800.		For	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	therefore,	there	is	no	APE.	

4.5.2.4.2  Design Features   

The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 has	 no	 associated	 design	 features	 relative	 to	 cultural	 resources.	 	 The	
design	 features	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	be	 implemented.	 	The	property	would	
remain	 in	 its	 existing	vacant	 condition	and	 in	private	ownership.	 	The	 top	and	western	 slopes	of	Gregory	
Mountain,	 Chocla’s	 physical	 referent,	 would	 remain	 lawfully	 inaccessible	 to	 traditional	 Luiseño	 cultural	
practitioners.		Medicine	Rock	would	not	be	scientifically	recorded	or	buffered	from	existing	corrosive	agents.					

4.5.2.4.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	The	undertaking	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	may	alter,	directly	or	indirectly,	any	of	
the	characteristics	of	a	historic	property	that	qualify	the	property	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	in	a	manner	that	
would	 diminish	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 property’s	 location,	 design,	 setting,	materials,	workmanship,	 feeling,	 or	
association.			

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	TCP‐1:	The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	maintain	 the	
existing	private	 status	 of	 the	 applicant’s	 land,	more	 than	half	 of	 the	TCP	 known	 as	 Chokla	would	
remain	 lawfully	 inaccessible	 to	 traditional	 Luiseño	 cultural	 practitioners,	 and	 the	 pictographs	 at	
Medicine	Rock	would	continue	to	deteriorate	due	to	ambient	corrosive	agents.	

Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	the	applicant	would	have	no	obligation	or	responsibility	to	restore,	
enhance,	or	fund	access	to	the	top	and	western	slopes	of	Chokla	by	traditional	Luiseño	cultural	practitioners,	
or	scientific	study	and	preservation	of	the	pictographs	at	Medicine	Rock.		Instead,	it	might	fall	to	an	outside	
conservator	 to	 restore,	 enhance,	 or	 fund	 access	 to	 the	 top	 and	 western	 slopes	 of	 Chokla	 by	 traditional	
Luiseño	cultural	practitioners,	and	scientific	study	and	preservation	of	the	pictographs	at	Medicine	Rock.	

This	analysis	assumes	that	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	result	in	the	creation	of	a	conservation	
bank	within	the	site	and	that	the	conservation	bank	would	consist	of	open	space.		Although	management	of	
the	 conservation	 bank	 for	 its	 natural	 resource	 values	 may	 involve	 some	 minor	 ground	 disturbance,	 this	
analysis	 assumes	 that	 management	 of	 the	 conservation	 bank	 would	 avoid	 impacts	 to	 the	 TCP	 known	 as	
Chokla.				

Mitigation Measures 

The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 would	 not	 impact	 the	 TCP.	 	 The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 would	
maintain	the	existing	private	status	of	the	applicant’s	land,	more	than	half	of	the	TCP	known	as	Chokla	would	
remain	 lawfully	 inaccessible	 to	 traditional	 Luiseño	 cultural	 practitioners,	 and	 the	pictographs	 at	Medicine	
Rock	would	continue	to	deteriorate	due	to	ambient	corrosive	agents.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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4.5.2.5  ASPEN ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.2.5.1  Affected Environment  

The	approximately	456‐acre	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	is	located	east	of	the	Santa	Margarita	River,	west	of	
the	 community	 of	 Rainbow,	 and	 northeast	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Fallbrook.	 	 The	 landscape	 is	 rugged	 hills	 and	 an	
unnamed,	northern	 tributary	of	Rainbow	Creek.	 	Elevations	 range	between	900	 ft	 amsl	and	1,400	 ft	 amsl.		
Rainbow	Creek	drains	west	 into	 the	Santa	Margarita	River	below	Temecula	Canyon.	 	Chaparral	vegetation	
predominates	on	the	hills	with	riparian	taxa	in	the	canyon	bottom.		Modern	disturbance	is	limited	to	several	
unpaved	roads.	

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	is	located	within	the	traditional	tribal	territory	of	the	Luiseño	Indians.		The	
Luiseño	Indians	are	descended	from	prehistoric	hunter‐gatherers	whose	traditional	culture	developed	and	
endured	for	centuries	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	region.	

The	 Luiseño	 Indians	 may	 have	 had	 tentative	 and	 indirect	 contact	 with	 Europeans	 during	 early	 Spanish	
exploration	 of	 the	 California	 coast:	 AD	 1542‐1769.	 	 In	 the	 1770s,	 the	 newly‐established	 Spanish	mission	
system	aggregated	the	Luiseño	at	the	San	Juan	Capistrano	and	San	Luis	Rey	missions.		A	mission	asistencia	
established	at	Pala	in	1816	served	as	a	third	point	of	aggregation.	

Despite	persistent	efforts	to	Christianize	 local	Indian	communities,	beginning	with	those	of	 late	eighteenth	
century	Spanish	missionaries	(and	military),	traditional	cultural	beliefs,	practices,	and	values	have	endured	
within	Luiseño	communities.	

The	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 includes	 a	 portion	 of	 a	 canyon	 that	 was	 a	 trail	 passage	 used	 by	 Temecula	
(Pechanga)	 and	other	mountain	Luiseño	 Indians	 to	 travel	 to	 the	ocean,	 and	by	 coastal	 Luiseño	 Indians	 to	
travel	 to	Palomar	Mountain.	 	Travel	was	to	obtain	marine	or	mountain	resources,	and	 for	visiting	 to	 trade	
and	 participate	 in	 ceremonies.	 	 Prehistoric	 Native	 American	 archaeological	 sites	 near	 the	 canyon	 may	
represent	 seasonal,	 resource	 gathering	 habitation	 sites,	 or	 camp	 sites	 use	 while	 travelling	 between	 the	
mountain	 and	 coastal	 areas.	 	 Abundant	 plant	 resources	 with	 traditional	 Luiseño	 Indian	 uses	 (e.g.	 food,	
medicinal)	grow	at	 the	 lower	 levels	of	 the	ridge	divides.	 	They	suggest	 that	 the	area	may	have	been	used,	
prehistorically	and	historically,	by	Luiseño	 Indian	 to	harvest	plant	resources.	 	The	 land	has	been	privately	
held	for	some	time	and,	therefore,	not	accessible	for	traditional	Luiseño	Indian	use.	

The	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	community	is	located	about	eight	miles	to	the	southeast	of	the	Alternative	
site.		Between	four	and	five	miles	to	the	northeast	is	the	general	location	of	Éxva	Teméeku	which	is	of	great	
cultural	importance	to	the	Luiseño	as	the	place	of	original	creation	in	their	traditional	cultural	beliefs.	

An	ethnohistory	study	to	identify	traditional	Luiseño	Indian	use	of	the	area	has	not	been	prepared.	Known	
archaeological	evidence	of	prehistoric	use	of	the	property	itself	is	limited	to	an	isolated	metate	(milling	tool).		
Five	 prehistoric	 archaeological	 sites	 have	 been	 recorded	within	 one	mile	 of	 the	 property:	 a	 lithic	 artifact	
scatter	with	a	milling	feature	and	a	hearth/pit	feature,	three	sites	each	consisting	of	a	single	bedrock	milling	
feature,	and	one	site	that	consists	of	a	lithic	artifact	scatter.			
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4.5.2.5.2  Design Features   

Based	on	 the	 conceptual	 facilities	plan	 for	 this	alternative,	opportunities	 to	 include	open	space	within	 the	
conceptual	 site	 boundary	 as	 a	 design	 feature	 would	 be	 limited,	 but	 this	 analysis	 assumes	 that	 the	
opportunities	available	would	be	used.		Such	opportunities	include	the	areas	between	the	conceptual	landfill	
boundary	 and	 the	 conceptual	 site	 boundary	 excluding	 areas	 that	would	 be	 used	 for	 stockpiles,	 basins,	 an	
access	road,	and	ancillary	 facilities.	 	This	analysis	also	assumes	that	design	features	similar	to	those	of	 the	
Applicants	Proposed	Alternative	to	control	litter,	dust,	fumes,	vibration,	noise	and	malignant	odors	would	be	
incorporated.	

4.5.2.5.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	The	undertaking	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	may	alter,	directly	or	indirectly,	any	of	
the	characteristics	of	a	historic	property	that	qualify	the	property	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	in	a	manner	that	
would	 diminish	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 property’s	 location,	 design,	 setting,	materials,	workmanship,	 feeling,	 or	
association.			

Impact	Statement	Aspen	TCP‐1:	 If	one	or	more	TCPs	are	present	within	the	APE	of	the	Aspen	Road	
Alternative,	 then	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	may	have	an	adverse	 effect	on	one	or	more	historic	
properties	if	it	would	alter	or	destroy	the	attributes	of	a	TCP	that	make	the	TCP	eligible	for	listing	in	
the	NRHP.	

It	 is	 known	 that	 the	 area	was	 a	prehistoric	 and	historical	 Luiseño	 Indian	 trade	 route,	 archaeological	 sites	
representing	 seasonal	 camp	 sites	 are	 present,	 and	 it	 may	 have	 been	 used	 as	 a	 source	 of	 ethnobotanical	
resources.	 	 One	 or	 more	 as‐yet	 unidentified	 TCPs	 may	 be	 present	 within	 the	 APE	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	
Alternative.		Such	TCPs	may	be	eligible	for	listing	in	the	NRHP.		The	alternative	would	have	an	adverse	effect	
on	one	or	more	historic	properties	 if	 it	would	 alter	 or	destroy	 the	 attributes	 of	 a	TCP	 that	make	 the	TCP	
eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	NRHP.	 	Depending	on	 the	 locations	and	natures	of	 the	TCPs,	 the	 incorporation	of	
open	space	as	a	design	feature	might	buffer	them	from	adverse	effects.		Design	features	to	control	litter,	dust,	
fumes,	 vibration,	 noise	 and	 malignant	 odors	 would	 reduce	 adverse	 effects	 during	 construction	 and	
operation.			

Mitigation Measures 

MM	 Aspen	 TCP‐1.	 Section	 106.	 	 The	 USACE	 shall	 comply	 with	 Section	 106	 of	 the	 NHPA	 as	
implemented	by	36	CFR	800,	and	33	CFR	325,	Appendix	C.	 	 If	 appropriate,	prior	 to	 the	
issuance	of	a	Section	404	permit,	the	USACE	shall	develop	and	negotiate	a	MOA	with	the	
California	SHPO	and	the	ACHP	as	necessary.		Tribal	groups	and	the	permit	applicant	shall	
be	 invited	 to	 concur	 in	 the	MOA.	 	 The	MOA	 shall	 detail	 the	mitigation	measures	 to	 be	
implemented	prior	to,	and	during	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill.	

MM	Aspen	TCP‐2a.	Ethnohistory	Study.	Prior	to	 issuance	of	a	permit,	 the	applicant	shall	conduct	
an	updated	and	expanded	alternative‐specific	Luiseño	Indian	ethnohistory	study	with	the	
purpose	 of	 identifying	 NRHP‐eligible	 Luiseño	 TCPs	 within	 the	 APE.	 	 The	 ethnohistory	
study	 shall	 be	 conducted	 by	 a	 qualified	 anthropologist	who	 shall,	 as	 part	 of	 the	 study,	
consult	with	the	CNAHC	and	knowledgeable	Luiseño	Indian	informants.	
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MM	Aspen	TCP‐2b.	Protection	if	TCP	Present.	If	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs	are	present	within	the	APE,	
the	applicant	shall	incorporate	design	features	which	avoid	direct	and	indirect	impacts	to	
TCPs.		The	applicant	shall	prepare	and	implement	a	HPTP	which	incorporates	provisions	
for	the	preservation	of	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs.	

As	MM	Aspen	TCP‐2b	requires	that	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	avoid	impacts	to	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs	
and	would	preserve	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs,	there	would	be	no	residual	impacts	to	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs.	

4.5.2.6  GOPHER CANYON ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.2.6.1  Affected Environment  

The	 493‐acre	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 is	 located	 southwest	 of	 South	 Fork	 Gopher	 Canyon,	
northeast	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Fallbrook.	 	 The	 landscape	 is	 rugged	 hills	 with	 small,	 unnamed	 canyons	 draining	
northeast	into	South	Fork	Gopher	Canyon.		Elevations	range	between	370	ft	amsl	and	1,220	ft	amsl.		Rainbow	
Creek	 drains	 west	 into	 the	 Santa	 Margarita	 River	 below	 Temecula	 Canyon.	 	 Chaparral	 vegetation	
predominates	 on	 the	 hills	 with	 Riparian	 taxa	 in	 the	 canyon	 bottoms.	 	 Modern	 disturbance	 consists	 of	
substantial	residential	development,	paved	and	unpaved	roads,	a	water	tank,	and	other	graded	areas.	

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 is	 located	within	 the	 traditional	 tribal	 territory	 of	 the	 Luiseño	
Indians.	 	 The	 Luiseño	 Indians	 are	 descended	 from	 prehistoric	 hunter‐gatherers	whose	 traditional	 culture	
developed	and	endured	for	centuries	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	region.	

The	 Luiseño	 Indians	 may	 have	 had	 tentative	 and	 indirect	 contact	 with	 Europeans	 during	 early	 Spanish	
exploration	 of	 the	 California	 coast:	 AD	 1542‐1769.	 	 In	 the	 1770s,	 the	 newly‐established	 Spanish	mission	
system	aggregated	the	Luiseño	at	the	San	Juan	Capistrano	and	San	Luis	Rey	missions.		A	mission	asistencia	
established	at	Pala	in	1816	served	as	a	third	point	of	aggregation.	

Despite	persistent	efforts	to	Christianize	 local	Indian	communities,	beginning	with	those	of	 late	eighteenth	
century	Spanish	missionaries	(and	military),	traditional	cultural	beliefs,	practices,	and	values	have	endured	
within	Luiseño	communities.	

The	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	community	is	located	about	11	miles	to	the	northeast	of	the	Alternative	site	
and	The	Rincon	Band	of	Luiseño	Indians	community	is	 located	about	14	miles	to	east‐northeast.	 	Although	
the	Alternative	site	is	located	within	the	traditional	tribal	territory	of	the	Luiseño	Indians,	one	of	the	closest	
Indian	communities,	due	to	eighteenth	century	displacement	of	the	Kumeyaay	Indians	from	their	traditional	
tribal	territory	to	the	south,	is	that	of	the	San	Pasqual	Band	of	Mission	Indians,	a	Kumeyaay	community.		The	
San	 Pasqual	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians	 community	 is	 located	 about	 13	 miles	 to	 the	 east‐southeast	 of	 the	
Alternative	site.		

An	ethnohistory	study	to	identify	traditional	Luiseño	Indian	use	of	the	area	has	not	been	prepared.		There	is	
no	known	archaeological	evidence	of	prehistoric	use	of	the	property	itself,	but	13	prehistoric	archaeological	
sites	have	been	 recorded	within	one	mile	of	 the	property	 as	 indicated	 in	Table	4.5.2‐1,	Known	Prehistoric	
Archaeological	Sites	within	One	Mile	of	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	Site.			
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4.5.2.6.2  Design Features   

Based	on	 the	 conceptual	 facilities	plan	 for	 this	alternative,	opportunities	 to	 include	open	space	within	 the	
conceptual	 site	 boundary	 as	 a	 design	 feature	 would	 be	 limited,	 but	 this	 analysis	 assumes	 that	 the	
opportunities	available	would	be	used.		Such	opportunities	include	the	areas	between	the	conceptual	landfill	
boundary	and	the	conceptual	site	boundary	excluding	areas	that	would	be	used	for	stockpiles,	basins,	tanks,	
an	access	road,	and	ancillary	facilities.		This	analysis	also	assumes	that	design	features	similar	to	those	of	the	
Applicants	Proposed	Alternative	to	control	litter,	dust,	fumes,	vibration,	noise	and	malignant	odors	would	be	
incorporated.	

4.5.2.6.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	The	undertaking	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	may	alter,	directly	or	indirectly,	any	of	
the	characteristics	of	a	historic	property	that	qualify	the	property	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	in	a	manner	that	
would	 diminish	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 property’s	 location,	 design,	 setting,	materials,	workmanship,	 feeling,	 or	
association.			

Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 TCP‐1:	 If	 one	 or	more	 TCPs	 are	 present	within	 the	 APE	 of	 the	 Gopher	
Canyon	Alternative,	then	the	Gopher	Canyon	Alternative	may	have	an	adverse	effect	on	one	or	more	
historic	properties	if	it	would	alter	or	destroy	the	attributes	of	a	TCP	that	make	the	TCP	eligible	for	
listing	in	the	NRHP.	

It	 is	 known	 that	 prehistoric	 archaeological	 sites	 representing	 seasonal	 use	 or	 permanent	 habitation	 are	
present	 in	 the	 area.	 	One	or	more	 as‐yet	 unidentified	TCPs	may	be	present	within	 the	APE	of	 the	Gopher	
Canyon	 Alternative.	 	 Such	 TCPs	 may	 be	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 NRHP.	 	 The	 alternative	 would	 have	 an	
adverse	 effect	 on	 one	 or	more	historic	 properties	 if	 it	would	 alter	 or	 destroy	 the	 attributes	 of	 a	 TCP	 that	
make	 the	 TCP	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 NRHP.	 	 Depending	 on	 the	 locations	 and	 natures	 of	 the	 TCPs,	 the	
incorporation	of	open	space	as	a	design	feature	might	buffer	them	from	adverse	effects.		Design	features	to	
control	 litter,	 dust,	 fumes,	 vibration,	 noise	 and	 malignant	 odors	 would	 reduce	 adverse	 effects	 during	
construction	and	operation.	

Table 4.5.2‐1
 

Known Prehistoric Archaeological Sites within One Mile of the Gopher Canyon Road Alternative Site 
	

Site Type  Site Count 

Lithic	artifact	scatter	and	bedrock	milling	feature 4	

Lithic	artifact	scatter	 3	

Lithic	artifact	scatter	and	cairn/rock	feature 1	

Marine	shell	scatter	 1	

Ceramic	artifact	scatter	and	bedrock	milling	feature 1	

Lithic	artifact	scatter,	bone	scatter,	and	hearth/pit	feature 1	

Lithic	artifact	scatter,	marine	shell	scatter,	bedrock	milling	feature,	
and	hearth/pit	feature	 1	
   

 
Source: Laylander and Pham, 2012: Table 6   
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Mitigation Measures 

MM	 Gopher	 TCP‐1.	 Section	 106.	 	 The	 USACE	 shall	 comply	 with	 Section	 106	 of	 the	 NHPA	 as	
implemented	by	36	CFR	800,	and	33	CFR	325,	Appendix	C.	 	 If	 appropriate,	prior	 to	 the	
issuance	of	a	Section	404	permit,	the	USACE	shall	develop	and	negotiate	a	MOA	with	the	
California	SHPO	and	the	ACHP	as	necessary.		Tribal	groups	and	the	permit	applicant	shall	
be	 invited	 to	 concur	 in	 the	MOA.	 	 The	MOA	 shall	 detail	 the	mitigation	measures	 to	 be	
implemented	prior	to,	and	during	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill.	

MM	Gopher	TCP‐2a.	Ethnohistory	Study.	Prior	to	issuance	of	a	permit,	the	applicant	shall	conduct	
an	alternative‐specific	Luiseño	Indian	ethnohistory	study	with	the	purpose	of	identifying	
NRHP‐eligible	Luiseño	TCPs	within	the	APE.	 	The	ethnohistory	study	shall	be	conducted	
by	a	qualified	anthropologist	who	shall,	as	part	of	the	study,	consult	with	the	CNAHC	and	
knowledgeable	Luiseño	Indian	informants.	

MM	Gopher	TCP‐2b.	Protection	if	TCP	Present.	If	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs	are	present	within	the	APE,	
the	applicant	shall	incorporate	design	features	which	avoid	direct	and	indirect	impacts	to	
TCPs.		The	applicant	shall	prepare	and	implement	a	HPTP	which	incorporates	provisions	
for	the	preservation	of	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs.	

As	MM	Gopher	TCP‐2b	requires	that	the	Gopher	Canyon	Alternative	would	avoid	impacts	to	NRHP‐eligible	
TCPs	and	would	preserve	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs,	there	would	be	no	residual	impacts	to	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs.	

4.5.2.7  MERRIAM MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.2.7.1  Affected Environment  

The	approximately	558‐acre	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	is	located	in	the	Merriam	Mountains,	north	
of	 the	city	of	San	Marcos,	 southwest	of	 the	Lawrence	Welk	Resort,	and	 immediately	west	of	 Interstate	15.		
The	landscape	is	steep	hills	above	a	branching	valley	that	drains	to	the	east,	into	north‐south	running	South	
Fork	Moosa	Canyon.	 	Elevations	range	between	650	 ft	amsl	and	1,580	 ft	 amsl.	 	 South	Fork	Moosa	Canyon	
drains	into	Moosa	Canyon.		Chaparral	vegetation	predominates	at	higher	elevations	with	Riparian	vegetation	
on	the	valley	floor.		Modern	disturbance	is	limited	to	unpaved	roads	and	a	landing	strip.	

The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 is	 located	 within	 the	 traditional	 tribal	 territory	 of	 the	 Luiseño	
Indians.	 	 The	 Luiseño	 Indians	 are	 descended	 from	 prehistoric	 hunter‐gatherers	whose	 traditional	 culture	
developed	and	endured	for	centuries	in	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	region.	

The	 Luiseño	 Indians	 may	 have	 had	 tentative	 and	 indirect	 contact	 with	 Europeans	 during	 early	 Spanish	
exploration	 of	 the	 California	 coast:	 AD	 1542‐1769.	 	 In	 the	 1770s,	 the	 newly‐established	 Spanish	mission	
system	aggregated	the	Luiseño	at	the	San	Juan	Capistrano	and	San	Luis	Rey	missions.		A	mission	asistencia	
established	at	Pala	in	1816	served	as	a	third	point	of	aggregation.	

Despite	persistent	efforts	to	Christianize	 local	Indian	communities,	beginning	with	those	of	 late	eighteenth	
century	Spanish	missionaries	(and	military),	traditional	cultural	beliefs,	practices,	and	values	have	endured	
within	Luiseño	communities.	
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Although	the	alternative	site	 is	 located	within	the	traditional	 tribal	 territory	of	 the	Luiseño	Indians,	one	of	
the	closest	Indian	communities,	due	to	eighteenth	century	displacement	of	the	Kumeyaay	Indians	from	their	
traditional	 tribal	 territory	 to	 the	 south,	 is	 that	 of	 the	 San	 Pasqual	 Band	 of	 Mission	 Indians,	 a	 Kumeyaay	
community.	 It	 is	 located	 about	 ten	 miles	 to	 the	 east‐southeast	 of	 the	 Alternative	 site.	 The	 Pala	 Band	 of	
Mission	 Indians	 community	 is	 located	 about	 ten	miles	 to	 the	 northeast	 and	 The	 Rincon	 Band	 of	 Luiseño	
Indians	community	is	located	about	12	miles	to	east‐northeast.		

An	ethnohistory	study	to	identify	traditional	Luiseño	Indian	use	of	the	area	has	not	been	prepared.		Known	
archaeological	 evidence	 of	 prehistoric	 use	 of	 the	 property	 itself	 includes	 three	 prehistoric	 archaeological	
sites:	one	consisting	of	a	lithic	artifact	scatter,	a	second	consisting	of	a	bedrock	milling	feature,	and	a	third	
consisting	 of	 a	 lithic	 artifact	 scatter	 and	 a	 bedrock	 milling	 feature.	 	 Additionally,	 there	 are	 11	 known	
prehistoric	archaeological	sites	and	one	prehistoric	isolate36	within	one	mile	of	the	property.		Counts	of	sites,	
but	not	 isolates,	by	type,	both	on	and	within	one	mile	of	the	Alternative,	are	given	in	Table	4.5.2‐2,	Known	
Prehistoric	Archaeological	Sites	On	and	within	One	Mile	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative.	

Table 4.5.2‐2
 

Known Prehistoric Archaeological Sites On and within One Mile of the Merriam Mountain 
Alternative 

	
Site Type  Site Count 

Lithic	artifact	scatter	 4

Bedrock	milling	feature	 3

Lithic	artifact	scatter	and	bedrock	milling	feature 3

Lithic	artifact	scatter	and	marine	shell	scatter 1

Ceramic	artifact	scatter	and	bedrock	milling	feature 1

Bone	scatter	and	bedrock	milling	feature 1

Pictograph	 1
   

 
Source: Laylander and Pham, 2012  

 

	

Although	most	of	 the	prehistoric	archaeological	sites	on	and	near	the	property	probably	represent	secular	
activities,	it	is	likely	that	the	pictograph	site	represents	shamanistic	or	other	ceremonial	practice,	and	the	site	
may	be	considered	sacred	by	traditional	Luiseño	culture	practitioners.		Much	of	traditional	Luiseño	rock	art	
is	 representation	 of	 shamans’	 experiences	 during	 trance.	 	 Shamanism	 is	 important	 in	 traditional	 Luiseño	
cultural	 beliefs	 and	 practices.	 	 Rock	 art	 is	 also	 an	 important	 element	 in	 the	 traditional	 Luiseño	Wakenish	
(female	puberty	ceremony).		The	pictograph	site	strongly	suggests	the	possible	presence	of	a	TCP.	

4.5.2.7.2  Design Features   

Based	on	 the	 conceptual	 facilities	plan	 for	 this	alternative,	opportunities	 to	 include	open	space	within	 the	
conceptual	 site	 boundary	 as	 a	 design	 feature	 would	 be	 limited,	 but	 this	 analysis	 assumes	 that	 the	

																																																													
36		 The	isolate	is	described	as	isolated	prehistoric	debitage,	but	an	artifact	count	is	not	provided.	
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opportunities	available	would	be	used.		Such	opportunities	include	the	areas	between	the	conceptual	landfill	
boundary	 and	 the	 conceptual	 site	 boundary	 excluding	 areas	 that	would	 be	 used	 for	 stockpiles,	 basins,	 an	
access	road,	and	ancillary	 facilities.	 	This	analysis	also	assumes	that	design	features	similar	to	those	of	 the	
Applicants	Proposed	Alternative	to	control	litter,	dust,	fumes,	vibration,	noise	and	malignant	odors	would	be	
incorporated.	

4.5.2.7.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	The	undertaking	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	may	alter,	directly	or	indirectly,	any	of	
the	characteristics	of	a	historic	property	that	qualify	the	property	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	in	a	manner	that	
would	 diminish	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 property’s	 location,	 design,	 setting,	materials,	workmanship,	 feeling,	 or	
association.			

Impact	Statement	Merriam	TCP‐1:	 If	one	or	more	TCPs	are	present	within	 the	APE	of	 the	Merriam	
Mountain	Alternative,	then	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	may	have	an	adverse	effect	on	one	or	
more	historic	properties	if	it	would	alter	or	destroy	the	attributes	of	a	TCP	that	make	the	TCP	eligible	
for	listing	in	the	NRHP.	

It	 is	 known	 that	 prehistoric	 archaeological	 sites	 representing	 seasonal	 use	 or	 permanent	 habitation	 are	
present	in	the	area.		One	pictograph	site	strongly	suggests	the	possibility	that	this	and	other	sites	in	the	area	
may	be	considered	sacred	by	traditional	Luiseño	culture	practitioners.		One	or	more	as‐yet	unidentified	TCPs	
may	be	present	within	the	APE	of	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative.		Such	TCPs	may	be	eligible	for	listing	in	
the	NRHP.		The	alternative	would	have	an	adverse	effect	on	one	or	more	historic	properties	if	it	would	alter	
or	 destroy	 the	 attributes	 of	 a	 TCP	 that	make	 the	 TCP	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	NRHP.	 	 Depending	 on	 the	
locations	 and	natures	of	 the	TCPs,	 the	 incorporation	of	 open	 space	 as	 a	design	 feature	might	buffer	 them	
from	 adverse	 effects.	 	 Design	 features	 to	 control	 litter,	 dust,	 fumes,	 vibration,	 noise	 and	malignant	 odors	
would	reduce	adverse	effects	during	construction	and	operation.	

Mitigation Measures 

MM	Merriam‐TCP‐1.	 Section	 106.	 	 The	 USACE	 shall	 comply	 with	 Section	 106	 of	 the	 NHPA	 as	
implemented	by	36	CFR	800,	and	33	CFR	325,	Appendix	C.	 	 If	 appropriate,	prior	 to	 the	
issuance	of	a	Section	404	permit,	the	USACE	shall	develop	and	negotiate	a	MOA	with	the	
California	SHPO	and	the	ACHP	as	necessary.		Tribal	groups	and	the	permit	applicant	shall	
be	 invited	 to	 concur	 in	 the	MOA.	 	 The	MOA	 shall	 detail	 the	mitigation	measures	 to	 be	
implemented	prior	to,	and	during	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill.	

MM	 Merriam‐TCP‐2a.	 Ethnohistory	 Study:	 Prior	 to	 issuance	 of	 a	 permit,	 the	 applicant	 shall	
conduct	 an	 alternative‐specific	 Luiseño	 Indian	 ethnohistory	 study	 with	 the	 purpose	 of	
identifying	NRHP‐eligible	Luiseño	TCPs	within	the	APE.		The	ethnohistory	study	shall	be	
conducted	by	a	qualified	anthropologist	who	shall,	as	part	of	the	study,	consult	with	the	
CNAHC	and	knowledgeable	Luiseño	Indian	informants.	

MM	Merriam‐TCP‐2b.	 Protection	 if	TCP	Present:	 If	 NRHP‐eligible	 TCPs	 are	 present	 within	 the	
APE,	 the	 applicant	 shall	 incorporate	 design	 features	 which	 avoid	 direct	 and	 indirect	
impacts	to	TCPs.		The	applicant	shall	prepare	and	implement	a	HPTP	which	incorporates	
provisions	for	the	preservation	of	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs.	
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As	 MM	Merriam‐TCP‐2b	 requires	 that	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 would	 avoid	 impacts	 to	 NRHP‐
eligible	TCPs	and	would	preserve	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs,	there	would	be	no	residual	impacts	to	NRHP‐eligible	
TCPs.	

4.5.2.8  EAST OTAY MESA ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.2.8.1  Affected Environment  

The	approximately	344‐acre	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 site	 is	 located	 in	 southwestern	San	Diego	County	
immediately	north	of	the	U.S./Mexico	border	and	about	nine	miles	east	of	the	Pacific	Coast.		It	is	situated	on	
the	lowermost	apron	of	the	western	Ysidro	Mountains	and	on	the	eastern	edge	of	Otay	Mesa.		The	landscape	
is	made	up	of	 steep,	north‐south	 trending	 ridges	and	drainages	which	 feed	 into	 the	Tijuana	River	 system.		
Elevations	range	between	approximately	560	ft	amsl	and	1,000	ft	amsl.		The	site	is	vegetated	with	chaparral	
on	the	ridges	and	riparian	flora	along	the	drainages.		Modern	disturbance	is	limited	to	a	network	of	unpaved	
roads	and	trails.		

The	alternative	site	is	located	within	the	traditional	tribal	territory	of	the	Kumeyaay	Indians.		The	Kumeyaay	
Indians	are	descended	from	prehistoric	hunter‐gatherers	whose	traditional	culture	developed	and	endured	
for	centuries	in	the	Tijuana	River	region.	

The	Kumeyaay	community	knows	Tecate	Peak	as	Kuuchamaa	 and	considers	 it	 as	 “the	 central	place,	more	
sacred	 and	 powerful	 than	 any	 other”	 (Shipek	 1985:69).	 	 The	 Bureau	 of	 Land	Management	 stewards	 “the	
sacred	mountain	 that	 is	a	spiritual	center	 for	Native	American	people	of	 southern	California	and	northern	
Baja	California”	as	an	Area	of	Critical	Environmental	Concern.37	 	Kuuchamaa	 is	 located	12	miles	east	of	the	
Alternative	site	and	one‐half	mile	north	of	 the	U.S./Mexico	border.	 	Otay	Mountain	(Huu),	which	 is	 located	
three	miles	east‐northeast	of	the	site,	is	one	of	a	number	of	other	places	considered	sacred	by	the	Kumeyaay.	

The	Kumeyaay	 Indians	may	have	had	 tentative	 and	 indirect	 contact	with	Europeans	during	 early	 Spanish	
exploration	 of	 the	 California	 coast:	 AD	 1542‐1769.	 	 In	 the	 1770s,	 the	 newly‐established	 Spanish	mission	
system	aggregated	coastal	Kumeyaay	at	Spanish	missions.		Mission	of	San	Diego	de	Alcala,	founded	in	1769	
and	relocated	6	miles	east	in	1774,	is	located	about	19	miles	to	the	northwest	of	the	Alternative	site.		Mission	
El	Descanso,	founded	in	1817,	is	located	approximately	25	miles	to	the	south‐southwest.		

Despite	 persistent	 efforts	 to	 Christianize	 local	 Kumeyaay,	 beginning	with	 those	 of	 late	 eighteenth	 century	
Spanish	 missionaries	 (with	 military	 support),	 the	 Kumeyaay	 resisted38	 and	 traditional	 cultural	 beliefs,	
practices,	and	values	have	endured	within	Kumeyaay	communities.	

Thirteen	 of	 the	 18	 Indian	 Reservations	 in	 San	 Diego	 County	 are	 Kumeyaay	 communities.	 	 Jamul	 Indian	
Village,	 a	Kumeyaay	Nation,	 is	 located	 about	 9	miles	north‐northeast	 of	 the	 site.	 	 The	 Sycuan	Band	of	 the	
Kumeyaay	Nation	is	located	15	miles	to	the	north‐northeast.	

																																																													
37		 	http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/palmsprings/southcoastrmp.print.html,	accessed	October	15,	2012.	
38		 Kumeyaay	sacked	the	Mission	of	San	Diego	de	Alcala	in	1775.	
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An	ethnohistory	study	to	identify	traditional	Kumeyaay	Indian	use	of	the	Alternative	site	area	has	not	been	
prepared.		Known	archaeological	evidence	of	prehistoric	use	of	the	property	itself	includes	12	sites	and	nine	
isolates.	 	Eight	of	 the	sites	are	 lithic	artifact	 scatters,	 three	are	 lithic	artifact	 scatters	with	bedrock	milling	
features,	and	one	is	a	habitation	and	quarry	site	with	an	artifact	scatter.		Each	of	the	nine	isolates	is	a	single	
lithic	 artifact.	 	 Additionally,	 there	 are	 61	 known	 prehistoric	 archaeological	 sites	 and	 four	 prehistoric	
isolates39	off	the	property	but	within	one	mile	of	the	property.		Counts	of	sites,	but	not	isolates,	by	type,	both	
on	 and	 within	 one	 mile	 of	 the	 Alternative	 site,	 are	 provided	 in	 Table	 4.5.2‐3,	 Known	 Prehistoric	
Archaeological	Sites	On	and	within	One	Mile	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	Site.	

Table 4.5.2‐3
 

Known Prehistoric Archaeological Sites On and within One Mile of the East Otay Mesa 
Alternative Site 

	
Site Type  Site Count 

Lithic	artifact	scatter	 50	

Lithic	artifact	scatter	and	bedrock	milling	feature 5	

Habitation	debris	 4	

Quarry	 4	

Lithic	artifact	scatter	and	quarry 3	

Bedrock	milling	feature	 2	

Marine	shell	scatter	 2	

Habitation	debris	and	bedrock	milling	feature 1	

Habitation	debris,	bedrock	milling	feature,	and	quarry 1	

Lithic	artifact	scatter	and	hearth/pit	feature 1	

Lithic	artifact	and	marine	shell	scatter	 1	
   

 
Source: Laylander and Pham, 2012 (Table 10) 

 

	

At	least	six	of	the	sites	in	the	study	area	represent	prehistoric	sedentary	or	semi‐sedentary	habitation.		Eight	
quarries	indicate	that	lithic	material	for	tool	manufacture	was	one	target	resource.		Bedrock	milling	features	
indicate	that	milling	plant	food	was	one	key	activity.		Most	of	the	sites,	including	lithic	artifact	scatters	with	
and	without	features,	suggest	local	subsistence	resource	procurement	and	processing.		Three	sites	consist	of	
or	include	scattered	marine	shell	which	indicates	the	transport	of	shellfish,	for	consumption,	and/or	empty	
shells,	for	raw	material	for	the	production	of	implements	and	ornaments,	over	ten	miles	from	the	coast	and	
littoral	zone	to	the	Alternative	site	vicinity.		All	of	the	sites,	based	on	what	data	has	been	collected	from	them,	
appear	to	represent	secular	rather	than	ceremonial	activities.		

																																																													
39		 Three	are	single	lithic	artifacts;	the	fourth	is	a	rock	cairn	with	two	lithic	artifacts.	
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4.5.2.8.2  Design Features   

Based	 on	 the	 conceptual	 facilities	 plan	 for	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative,	 opportunities	 to	 include	 open	
space	 within	 the	 conceptual	 site	 boundary	 as	 a	 design	 feature	 would	 be	 limited	 to	 about	 half	 of	 the	
alternative’s	 site	 area,	 but	 this	 analysis	 assumes	 that	 the	 opportunities	 available	 would	 be	 used.	 	 Such	
opportunities	include	the	areas	between	the	conceptual	landfill	boundary	and	the	conceptual	site	boundary	
excluding	areas	that	would	be	used	for	a	stockpile,	basins,	an	access	road,	and	ancillary	facilities.		Proposition	
A	 requires	 a	minimum	of	110	acres	of	 open	 space.	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	 include	design	
features	similar	to	those	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	to	control	litter,	dust,	fumes,	vibration,	noise	
and	malignant	odors. 

4.5.2.8.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	The	undertaking	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	may	alter,	directly	or	indirectly,	any	of	
the	characteristics	of	a	historic	property	that	qualify	the	property	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	in	a	manner	that	
would	 diminish	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 property’s	 location,	 design,	 setting,	materials,	workmanship,	 feeling,	 or	
association.			

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	TCP‐1:	If	one	or	more	TCPs	are	present	within	the	APE	of	the	East	Otay	
Mesa	Alternative,	 then	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	may	have	an	adverse	effect	on	one	or	more	
historic	properties	if	it	would	alter	or	destroy	the	attributes	of	a	TCP	that	make	the	TCP	eligible	for	
listing	in	the	NRHP.	

It	is	known	that	prehistoric	archaeological	sites	representing	habitation	and	secular	activities	are	present	in	
the	area	of	the	alternative	site.		Currently,	there	is	no	information	that	indicates	on‐going	use	of	the	area	to	
conduct	 traditional	 cultural	 practices.	 	 One	 or	 more	 as‐yet	 unidentified	 TCPs,	 however,	 may	 be	 present	
within	the	APE	of	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.	 	Such	TCPs	may	be	eligible	 for	 listing	 in	the	NRHP.	 	The	
alternative	would	have	an	adverse	effect	on	one	or	more	historic	properties	if	it	would	alter	or	destroy	the	
attributes	 of	 a	 TCP	 that	 make	 the	 TCP	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 NRHP.	 	 Depending	 on	 the	 locations	 and	
natures	 of	 the	 TCPs,	 if	 any,	 the	 incorporation	 of	 open	 space	 as	 a	 design	 feature	might	 buffer	 them	 from	
adverse	effects.	 	Design	 features	 to	 control	 litter,	dust,	 fumes,	 vibration,	noise	and	malignant	odors	would	
reduce	adverse	effects	during	construction	and	operation.	

Mitigation Measures 

MM	 East	Otay‐TCP‐1.	 Section	 106.	 	 The	 USACE	 shall	 comply	 with	 Section	 106	 of	 the	 NHPA	 as	
implemented	by	36	CFR	800,	and	33	CFR	325,	Appendix	C.	 	 If	 appropriate,	prior	 to	 the	
issuance	of	a	Section	404	permit,	the	USACE	shall	develop	and	negotiate	a	MOA	with	the	
California	SHPO	and	the	ACHP	as	necessary.		Tribal	groups	and	the	permit	applicant	shall	
be	 invited	 to	 concur	 in	 the	MOA.	 	 The	MOA	 shall	 detail	 the	mitigation	measures	 to	 be	
implemented	prior	to,	and	during	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill.	

MM	 East	 Otay‐TCP‐2a.	 Ethnohistory	 Study:	 Prior	 to	 issuance	 of	 a	 permit,	 the	 applicant	 shall	
conduct	an	alternative‐specific	Kumeyaay	Indian	ethnohistory	study	with	the	purpose	of	
identifying	NRHP‐eligible	Kumeyaay	TCPs	within	the	APE.	 	The	ethnohistory	study	shall	
be	conducted	by	a	qualified	anthropologist	who	shall,	as	part	of	 the	study,	consult	with	
the	CNAHC	and	knowledgeable	Kumeyaay	Indian	informants.	
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MM	East	Otay‐TCP‐2b.	Protection	 if	TCP	Present:	 If	 NRHP‐eligible	 TCPs	 are	 present	within	 the	
APE,	 the	 applicant	 shall	 incorporate	 design	 features	 which	 avoid	 direct	 and	 indirect	
impacts	to	TCPs.		The	applicant	shall	prepare	and	implement	a	HPTP	which	incorporates	
provisions	for	the	preservation	of	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs.	

As	MM	Otay‐TCP‐2b	requires	that	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	avoid	impacts	to	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs	
and	would	preserve	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs,	there	would	be	no	residual	impacts	to	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs.	

4.5.2.9  SYCAMORE CANYON EXPANSION ALTERNATIVE 

4.5.2.8.1  Affected Environment  

The	existing	Sycamore	Canyon	Landfill,	which	is	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site,	is	located	
in	west‐central	 San	 Diego	 County	 immediately	west	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Santee	 and	 about	 13	miles	 east	 of	 the	
Pacific	Coast.		The	site	is	located	in	the	City	of	San	Diego	and	is	situated	on	the	coastal	plain	about	one	mile	
north	of	the	San	Diego	River.		The	site	straddles	Little	Sycamore	Canyon.	The	landscape	is	made	up	of	steep,	
north‐south	 trending	 ridges	 and	drainages	which	 feed	 into	 the	 San	Diego	River	 system.	 	 Elevations	 range	
between	320	ft	amsl	and	876	ft	amsl.	 	The	site	is	vegetated	with	chaparral	on	the	ridges	and	riparian	flora	
along	the	drainages.		The	majority	of	the	alternative	site	has	been	graded	for	an	existing	landfill.	

The	alternative	site	is	located	within	the	traditional	tribal	territory	of	the	Kumeyaay	Indians.		The	Kumeyaay	
Indians	are	descended	from	prehistoric	hunter‐gatherers	whose	traditional	culture	developed	and	endured	
for	centuries	in	the	San	Diego	River	region.	

The	Kumeyaay	community	knows	Tecate	Peak	as	Kuuchamaa	 and	considers	 it	 as	 “the	 central	place,	more	
sacred	 and	 powerful	 than	 any	 other”	 (Shipek	 1985:69).	 	 The	 Bureau	 of	 Land	Management	 stewards	 “the	
sacred	mountain	 that	 is	a	spiritual	center	 for	Native	American	people	of	 southern	California	and	northern	
Baja	California”	as	an	Area	of	Critical	Environmental	Concern.40		Kuuchamaa	is	located	28	miles	southeast	of	
the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site.		Like	Kuuchamaa,	many	of	the	places	considered	sacred	by	
the	Kumeyaay	are	located	near	the	U.S./Mexico	border.	

The	Kumeyaay	 Indians	may	have	had	 tentative	 and	 indirect	 contact	with	Europeans	during	 early	 Spanish	
exploration	 of	 the	 California	 coast:	 AD	 1542‐1769.	 	 In	 the	 1770s,	 the	 newly‐established	 Spanish	mission	
system	aggregated	coastal	Kumeyaay	at	Spanish	missions.		Mission	San	Diego	de	Alcala,	founded	in	1769	and	
relocated	6	miles	east	in	1774,	is	located	about	seven	miles	to	the	southwest	of	the	alternative	site.		Mission	
San	Luis	Rey,	 founded	in	1798,	 is	 located	approximately	30	miles	to	the	north‐northwest.	 	San	Pasqual,	an	
important	 Kumeyaay	 community	 in	 the	 nineteenth	 century,	 made	 up	 of	 Christianized	 and	 non‐Christian	
Kumeyaay	(Farris	1994),	was	located	approximately	15	miles	north‐northeast	of	the	alternative	site.	

Despite	 persistent	 efforts	 to	 Christianize	 local	 Kumeyaay,	 beginning	with	 those	 of	 late	 eighteenth	 century	
Spanish	 missionaries	 (with	 military	 support),	 the	 Kumeyaay	 resisted41	 and	 traditional	 cultural	 beliefs,	
practices,	and	values	have	endured	within	Kumeyaay	communities.	

																																																													
40	 http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/palmsprings/southcoastrmp.print.html,	accessed	October	15,	2012.	
41		 Kumeyaay	sacked	the	Mission	San	Diego	de	Alcala	in	1775.	
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Thirteen	of	the	18	Indian	Reservations	in	San	Diego	County	are	Kumeyaay	communities.		The	Sycuan	Band	of	
the	Kumeyaay	Nation	is	located	approximately	12	miles	to	the	southeast	of	the	alternative	site.		The	Barona	
Band	of	Mission	Indians	is	located	about	13	miles	east‐northeast	of	the	alternative	site.		

An	ethnohistory	study	to	identify	traditional	Kumeyaay	Indian	use	of	the	alternative	site	area	has	not	been	
prepared.	 	 Eighteen	Native	 American	 contacts	were	 recently	 consulted	 regarding	 the	 proposed	 Sycamore	
Landfill	 Master	 Development	 Plan	 and	 responses	 were	 received	 from	 two	 contacts	 with	 the	 Kumeyaay	
Cultural	 Repatriation	 Committee.42	 	 Neither	 of	 the	 respondents	 identified	 TCPs	 on	 or	 near	 the	 Sycamore	
Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site.	

There	is	no	known	archaeological	evidence	of	prehistoric	use	of	the	property	itself.		There	are,	however,	51	
known	prehistoric	archaeological	sites	and	45	prehistoric	isolates	off	the	property	but	within	one	mile	of	the	
property.	 	 Counts	 of	 sites,	 but	 not	 isolates,	 within	 one	 mile	 of	 the	 alternative	 site,	 are	 provided	 in	
Table	4.5.2‐4,	 Known	 Prehistoric	 Archaeological	 Sites	 within	 One	Mile	 of	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	
Alternative	Site.	

Table 4.5.2‐4
 

Known Prehistoric Archaeological Sites within One Mile of the Sycamore Canyon Expansion 
Alternative Site 

	
Site Type  Site Count 

Lithic	artifact	scatter	 29	

Bedrock	milling	feature	 6	

Naturally	occurring	stone	 6	

Habitation	debris	 5	

Ceramic	artifact	scatter	and	bedrock	milling	feature 1	

Habitation	debris	and	bedrock	milling	feature 1	

Lithic	artifact	scatter,	bedrock	milling	feature,	and	pictographs 1	

Lithic	artifact	scatter	and	bedrock	milling	feature 1	

Quarry	 1	
   

 
Source: Laylander and Pham, 2012   

	

Most	of	the	isolates	consist	of	one	lithic	artifact	(n=39),	two	lithic	artifacts	(n=9),	three	lithic	artifact	(n=1),	or	
four	 lithic	 artifacts	 (n=1).	 Two	 isolates	 consist	 of	 multiple	 lithic	 artifacts,	 but	 the	 artifact	 count	 is	 not	
specified.	 One	 isolate	 is	 described	 as	 a	 small	 lithic	 scatter.	 In	 California,	 archaeologists	 typically	 record	
occurrences	of	one	or	two	artifacts	as	 isolates,	and	occurrences	of	more	abundant	artifacts	as	sites.	Hence,	
five	of	the	isolate	might	better	be	considered	lithic	artifact	scatter	sites.		Six	sites	are	described	as	“naturally	
occurring	stone.”	Further	information	is	not	provided.	They	may	have	been	recorded	for	a	research	purpose	
as	 possible	 prehistoric	 lithic	 raw	material	 sources.	 	 At	 least	 five	 of	 the	 sites	 in	 the	 study	 area	 represent	

																																																													
42		 City	of	San	Diego	2012:	5.9‐2	
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prehistoric	 sedentary	 or	 semi‐sedentary	 habitation.	 	One	quarry	 site	 indicates	 that	 lithic	material	 for	 tool	
manufacture	was	one	target	resource.		Bedrock	milling	features	indicate	that	milling	plant	food	was	one	key	
activity.	 	 Most	 of	 the	 sites,	 including	 lithic	 artifact	 scatters	 with	 and	 without	 features,	 suggest	 local	
subsistence	resource	procurement	and	processing.		Except	for	one	site	that	includes	pictographs,	most	of	the	
sites,	based	on	what	data	has	been	collected	from	them,	appear	to	represent	secular	rather	than	ceremonial	
activities.	Rock	art	is	important	in	traditional	Kumeyaay	cultural	beliefs	and	practices.	 	The	pictograph	site	
suggests	the	possible	presence	of	a	TCP	off	but	near	the	alternative	site.		Consultation	with	Native	American	
representatives	in	2003	regarding	cultural	resources	and	the	alternative	site	did	not,	however,	result	in	the	
identification	of	TCPs	or	raise	concerns	regarding	TCPs	(City	of	San	Diego	2012:5.9‐2):	

Letters	 were	 sent	 to	 18	 Native	 American	 organizations	 in	 August	 2003	 (Appendix	 K3)	
requesting	input	on	the	potential	occurrence	of	sacred	uses	or	other	concerns	in	the	project	
vicinity.	 	 Two	 responses	 were	 received,	 both	 from	 the	 Kumeyaay	 Cultural	 Repatriation	
Committee.	 Mr.	 Steve	 Banegas,	 Spokesman	 for	 the	 Repatriation	 Committee,	 strongly	
recommended	“further	action	to	mitigate	potential	damage	to	any	cultural	materials	at	 this	
site...”	as	well	as	the	use	of	“monitors	 for	the	site	to	ensure	that	no	remains	are	disturbed.”	
Neither	of	the	two	letters	identifies	any	concerns	regarding	prior	religious	or	sacred	uses	at	
or	near	the	project	site.	

In	2012,	the	City	of	San	Diego	attempted	consultation	with	Native	American	representatives	in	accordance	
with	 California	 Senate	 Bill	 18.	 	 The	 Rincon	 Band	 of	 Luiseño	 Indians	 indicated	 that	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	
Expansion	Alternative	is	not	within	“the	Luiseño	Aboriginal	Territory.”	No	other	responses	were	received.	

4.5.2.8.2  Design Features   

Based	on	 the	proposed	Master	Development	Plan,	 there	would	be	no	opportunities	 to	 include	open	space	
within	the	site	boundary	as	a	design	feature.		This	analysis	also	assumes	that	design	features	similar	to	those	
of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 to	control	 litter,	dust,	 fumes,	vibration,	noise	and	malignant	odors	
would	be	incorporated. 

4.5.2.8.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:	The	undertaking	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	if	it	may	alter,	directly	or	indirectly,	any	of	
the	characteristics	of	a	historic	property	that	qualify	the	property	for	inclusion	in	the	NRHP	in	a	manner	that	
would	 diminish	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 property’s	 location,	 design,	 setting,	materials,	workmanship,	 feeling,	 or	
association.			

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	TCP‐1:	If	one	or	more	TCPs	are	present	within	the	APE	of	the	Sycamore	
Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative,	 then	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 may	 have	 an	
adverse	effect	on	one	or	more	historic	properties	if	it	would	alter	or	destroy	the	attributes	of	a	TCP	
that	make	the	TCP	eligible	for	listing	in	the	NRHP.	

It	is	known	that	prehistoric	archaeological	sites	representing	habitation	and	secular	activities	are	present	in	
the	 area.	 	One	prehistoric	 archaeological	 site	 includes	pictographs	which	 suggest	 the	 possibility	 of	 a	 TCP.	
Prior	 consultation	 with	 Native	 American	 representatives	 did	 not	 suggest	 the	 presence	 of	 TCPs,	 but	 the	
representatives	consulted	may	not	be	the	most	knowledgeable	Kumeyaay	traditional	culture	informants.		An	
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ethnohistory	 study	 to	 identify	 traditional	 Kumeyaay	 Indian	 use	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	 area	 has	 not	 been	
prepared.	 	One	or	more	as‐yet	unidentified	TCPs	may	be	present	within	 the	APE	of	 the	Sycamore	Canyon	
Expansion	Alternative.	 	Such	TCPs	may	be	eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	NRHP.	 	The	alternative	would	have	an	
adverse	 effect	 on	 one	 or	more	historic	 properties	 if	 it	would	 alter	 or	 destroy	 the	 attributes	 of	 a	 TCP	 that	
make	 the	 TCP	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 NRHP.	 	 Depending	 on	 the	 locations	 and	 natures	 of	 the	 TCPs,	 the	
incorporation	of	open	space	as	a	design	feature	might	buffer	them	from	adverse	effects.		Design	features	to	
control	 litter,	 dust,	 fumes,	 vibration,	 noise	 and	 malignant	 odors	 would	 reduce	 adverse	 effects	 during	
construction	and	operation.	

Mitigation Measures 

MM	 Sycamore‐TCP‐1.	 Section	 106.	 	 The	 USACE	 shall	 comply	 with	 Section	 106	 of	 the	 NHPA	 as	
implemented	by	36	CFR	800,	and	33	CFR	325,	Appendix	C.	 	 If	 appropriate,	prior	 to	 the	
issuance	of	a	Section	404	permit,	the	USACE	shall	develop	and	negotiate	a	MOA	with	the	
California	SHPO	and	the	ACHP	as	necessary.		Tribal	groups	and	the	permit	applicant	shall	
be	 invited	 to	 concur	 in	 the	MOA.	 	 The	MOA	 shall	 detail	 the	mitigation	measures	 to	 be	
implemented	prior	to,	and	during	construction	and	operation	of	the	landfill.	

MM	 Sycamore‐TCP‐2a.	 Ethnohistory	 Study.	 Prior	 to	 issuance	 of	 a	 permit,	 the	 applicant	 shall	
conduct	an	alternative‐specific	Kumeyaay	Indian	ethnohistory	study	with	the	purpose	of	
identifying	NRHP‐eligible	Kumeyaay	TCPs	within	the	APE.	 	The	ethnohistory	study	shall	
be	conducted	by	a	qualified	anthropologist	who	shall,	as	part	of	 the	study,	consult	with	
the	CNAHC	and	knowledgeable	Kumeyaay	Indian	informants.	

MM	Sycamore‐TCP‐2b.	Protection	 if	TCP	Present.	 If	 NRHP‐eligible	 TCPs	 are	 present	within	 the	
APE,	 the	 applicant	 shall	 incorporate	 design	 features	 which	 avoid	 direct	 and	 indirect	
impacts	to	TCPs.		The	applicant	shall	prepare	and	implement	a	HPTP	which	incorporates	
provisions	for	the	preservation	of	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs.	

As	MM	Sycamore‐TCP‐2b	requires	that	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	avoid	impacts	to	
NRHP‐eligible	TCPs	and	would	preserve	NRHP‐eligible	TCPs,	there	would	be	no	residual	impacts	to	NRHP‐
eligible	TCPs.	
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4.6  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

INTRODUCTION 

This	 section	of	 the	EIS	 is	prepared	pursuant	 to	 federal	 guidelines	 that	 require	an	evaluation	 to	determine	
whether	 individual	 and/or	 cumulative	 environmental	 impacts	 identified	 as	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 per	
the	 evaluation	 criteria	 established	 for	 the	 environmental	 topics	 addressed	 in	 the	 EIS,	 would	 have	
disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 health	 and	 environmental	 effects	 on	 minority,	 low‐income	 and/or	
Native	 American	 (tribal)	 populations.	 	 The	 Environmental	 Justice	 evaluation	 is	 prepared	 to	 support	
mechanisms	 that	 help	 reduce/off‐set	 adverse	 effects	 per	 consultations	 with	 disproportionately	 affected	
populations,	as	well	as	 implement	requirements	of	 the	National	Historic	Preservation	Act	 (NHPA)	of	1966	
including	 the	 Section	 106	 process.	 	 The	 Section	 106	 process	 includes	 steps	 for	 consultation	 with	 the	
California	SHPO	and	other	interested	parties	including	federally	recognized	Indian	Tribes,	defining	areas	that	
might	be	affected	by	disproportionate	effects,	 inventorying	of	cultural	resources	with	 those	affected	areas,	
evaluating	“historic	properties,”	and	determining	adverse	effects	to	historic	properties.		These	steps	lead	to	
execution	 of	 a	 MOA	 between	 the	 USACE	 and	 the	 California	 SHPO	 detailing	 mitigation	 measures,	 usually	
including	 preparation	 of	 a	 Historic	 Properties	 Treatment	 Plan	 to	 avoid,	 minimize,	 and	 mitigate	 adverse	
effects.			

4.6.1  REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

4.6.1.1  Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 

Minority Populations and Low‐Income Populations 

Executive	Order	12898	was	signed	by	President	Clinton	in	1994	to	address	a	concern	that	minority	and/or	
low‐income	populations	bear	a	disproportionate	amount	of	adverse	health	and	environmental	effects.	 	The	
Executive	 Order	 contains	 a	 general	 directive	 that	 states	 that	 “each	 Federal	 agency	 shall	 make	 achieving	
environmental	 justice	part	of	 its	mission	by	 identifying	and	addressing,	as	appropriate,	disproportionately	
high	and	adverse	human	health	or	environmental	effects	of	its	programs,	policies,	and	activities	on	minority	
populations	and	low‐income	populations.”	

In	a	Presidential	Memorandum	to	departments	and	agencies	that	accompanied	Executive	Order	12898,	the	
President	cited	the	importance	of	NEPA	in	identifying	and	addressing	environmental	justice	concerns.	 	The	
memorandum	 states	 that	 “each	 Federal	 agency	 shall	 analyze	 the	 environmental	 effects,	 including	 human	
health,	economic	and	social	effects,	of	Federal	actions,	 including	effects	on	minority	communities	and	 low‐
income	 communities,	 when	 such	 analysis	 is	 required	 by	 NEPA.”	 	 The	 memorandum	 emphasizes	 the	
importance	 of	 NEPA’s	 public	 participation	 process,	 directing	 that	 “each	 Federal	 agency	 shall	 provide	
opportunities	for	community	input	in	the	NEPA	process.”		Agencies	are	directed	to	identify	potential	impacts	
and	mitigations	in	consultation	with	affected	communities	and	ensure	the	accessibility	of	meetings,	crucial	
documents,	and	notices.”			
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4.6.1.2  Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ): Environmental Justice ‐ Guidance 

under the National Environmental Policy Act 

The	CEQ	has	oversight	of	the	federal	government’s	compliance	with	Executive	Order	12898	and	NEPA.	CEQ,	
in	consultation	with	the	USEPA	and	other	agencies,	has	prepared	guidance	to	assist	federal	agencies	in	NEPA	
compliance	 in	 its	 document	 titled:	 	 Environmental	 Justice—Guidance	 under	 the	 National	 Environmental	
Policy	 Act	 (1997).	 	 This	 guidance	 provides	 an	 overview	 of	 Executive	 Order	 12898;	 summarizes	 its	
relationship	 to	 NEPA;	 recommends	 methods	 for	 the	 integration	 of	 environmental	 justice	 into	 NEPA	
compliance;	and	incorporates	definitions	of	key	terms	and	concepts	contained	in	the	Executive	Order.	 	The	
guidance	 also	 includes	 provisions	 for	 effective	 public	 participation	 strategies,	 meaningful	 community	
representation	processes,	and	 tribal	 representation	 that	 is	 consistent	with	 the	government‐to‐government	
relationship	 between	 the	 U.S.	 and	 tribal	 governments,	 the	 federal	 government’s	 trust	 responsibility	 to	
federally‐recognized	tribes,	and	any	treaty	rights.		

Agencies	 are	 permitted	 to	 supplement	 CEQ’s	 guidance	with	 their	 own,	more	 specific	 guidance	 tailored	 to	
their	programs	or	activities	or	departments,	insofar	as	is	permitted	by	law.		Neither	the	Executive	Order	nor	
CEQ	proscribe	a	 specific	 format	 for	environmental	 justice	assessments	 in	 the	context	of	NEPA	documents;	
however	several	principles	are	provided	to	guide	the	 integration	of	environmental	 justice	assessment	 into	
NEPA	compliance.			

CEQ	 guidance	 states	 that	 the	 identification	 of	 a	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 human	 health	 or	
environmental	effect	on	a	 low‐income	or	minority	population	does	not	preclude	a	proposed	agency	action	
from	going	forward	or	compel	a	 finding	that	a	proposed	project	 is	environmentally	unacceptable.	 	 Instead,	
the	 identification	of	 such	 effects	 is	 expected	 to	 encourage	 agency	 consideration	of	 alternatives,	mitigation	
measures,	and	preferences	expressed	by	the	affected	community	or	population.	

4.6.2  METHODOLOGY FOR REVIEWING EFFECTS UNDER NEPA 

This	subsection	provides	the	evaluation	criteria	used	to	determine	the	effects	of	each	of	the	alternatives.		In	
addition,	this	subsection	describes	the	methodology	used	to	assess	impacts	on	environmental	justice.			

4.6.2.1  Criteria for Assessing Effects 

Criteria	 for	 evaluating	 Environmental	 Justice	 are	 based	 on	 Executive	 Order	 12898	 and	 guidance	 for	 its	
implementation	prepared	by	the	CEQ,	as	discussed	further	in	the	methodology	section	below.	 	Pursuant	to	
those	 guidelines	 an	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effect	 on	 a	 tribal	
population,	minority	population	or	low‐income	population	if	a	significant	adverse	effect	is	appreciably	more	
severe	or	greater	in	magnitude	than	the	adverse	effect	that	would	be	borne	by	the	non‐native,	non‐minority	
and/or	non‐low‐income	populations.			

4.6.2.2  Methodology 

The	methodology	for	evaluating	environmental	justice	effects	is	based	on	the	requirements	and	guidance	set	
forth	 in	 Executive	Order	 12898:	 	 Federal	 Actions	 to	 Address	 Environmental	 Justice	 in	Minority	 and	 Low‐
Income	 Populations;	 and	 CEQs	 1997	 Environmental	 Justice:	 	 Guidance	 under	 the	National	 Environmental	
Policy	Act.		
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The	evaluation	of	environmental	justice	effects	begins	with	an	identification	of	the	significant	adverse	effects	
associated	with	 the	 environmental	 topics	 evaluated	 in	Chapter	4,	 	 Environmental	Analysis	 and	Chapter	 6,	
Cumulative	Analysis,	of	the	EIS.		Environmental	impacts	identified	in	those	Chapters	that	were	found	to	have	
no	effect	or	to	have	no	adverse	effects	after	mitigation,	were	screened	out	from	further	analysis,	pursuant	to	
Executive	Order	12898	and	CEQ	definitions	of	disproportionately	high	and	adverse	human	health	effects	and	
disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 environmental	 effects.	 	 As	 described	 in	 the	 Executive	 Order	 and	
Appendix	 A	 of	 the	 CEQ	 Guidelines:	 	 As	 described	 in	 the	 Executive	 Order	 and	 Appendix	 A	 of	 the	 CEQ	
Guidelines:			

“…	 When	 determining	 whether	 human	 health	 effects	 are	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse,	
agencies	are	to	consider	the	following	three	factors	to	the	extent	practicable:	(a)	Whether	the	health	
effects,	which	may	be	measured	in	risks	and	rates,	are	significant	(as	employed	by	NEPA),	or	above	
generally	 accepted	 norms.	 ….When	 determining	 whether	 environmental	 effects	 are	
disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse,	 agencies	 are	 to	 consider	 the	 following	 three	 factors	 to	 the	
extent	practicable:	(a)	Whether	there	is	or	will	be	an	impact	on	the	natural	or	physical	environment	
that	 significantly	 (as	 employed	by	NEPA)	 and	 adversely	 affects	 a	minority	population,	 low‐income	
population,	or	Indian	tribe….”	

Environmental	 topics	 that	 were	 found	 to	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 were	 further	 evaluated	 to	
determine	 whether	 those	 effects	 would	 fall	 on	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations.	 	 If	 such	
populations	were	 affected,	 the	 impacts	were	 further	 evaluated	 to	 determine	whether	 the	 nature	 of	 those	
impacts	would	be	disproportionate	 to	 impacts	on	communities	 that	would	be	non‐tribal,	non‐minority,	or	
non	low‐income	in	nature.			

The	population	demographics	of	 the	affected	communities	 and	 the	 communities	of	 comparison	have	been	
estimated	using	County‐wide	and	local	census	tract	data	from	the	United	States	Census	Bureau.		The	census	
tracts	 selected	 include	 those	 in	 which	 the	 alternatives	 are	 located,	 as	 well	 as	 those	 covering	 a	 larger	
surrounding	community	subject	to	impacts	affecting	a	larger	area	of	population.	 	Minority	data	is	based	on	
the	 2010	 census	 survey	 results.	 	 Poverty	 data	 is	 based	 on	 the	 2010	 estimates	 included	 in	 the	 American	
Community	Survey,	which	is	performed	annually	by	the	Census	Bureau.		Consistent	with	federal	guidelines,	
minority	populations	consist	of	individuals	who	are	members	of	the	following	population	groups:		American	
Indian	or	Alaskan	Native;	Asian	or	Pacific	Islander;	Black,	not	of	Hispanic	origin;	or	Hispanic.		A	community	is	
considered	to	be	a	minority	community	if	the	percentage	of	minority	population	is	greater	than	50	percent,	
or	 the	 percentage	 of	minority	 population	 is	 greater	 than	 for	 the	 County	 as	 a	 whole,	 i.e.,	 52	 percent.	 	 An	
affected	local	community	is	considered	to	be	low‐income	if	the	percentage	of	citizens	below	the	poverty	level	
is	greater	 than	 the	percentage	of	poverty	population	 in	 the	County	as	a	whole,	 in	 this	 case	being	 the	12.3	
percent	5‐year	poverty	average.			

Mitigation	 and	 enhancement	measures	 and	 off‐setting	 benefits	may	 be	 taken	 into	 account	 in	 determining	
whether	there	is	a	disproportionate	effect.		The	USACE	will	make	its	final	determination	regarding	whether	
the	alternatives	have	a	disproportionately	high	and	adverse	human	health	or	environmental	effect	on	tribal,	
minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations	 by	 taking	 into	 account	 efforts	 to	 reduce/off‐set	 adverse	 effects	 per	
consultations	with	disproportionately	affected	populations	and	implementation	of	requirements	included	in	
the	National	Historic	Preservation	Act	(NHPA)	of	1966.	 	Section	106	of	this	process	requires	a	sequence	of	
steps,	 often	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 “Section	 106	 process.”	 	 These	 steps	 include:	 (1)	 consultation	 with	 the	
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California	SHPO	and	other	interested	parties	 including	federally	recognized	Indian	Tribes;	(2)	definition	of	
the	area	that	will	potentially	be	affected	by	the	proposed	undertaking	(area	of	potential	effects,	i.e.	the	APE);	
(3)	 inventory	of	 cultural	 resources	 (archaeological,	historical,	 and	 traditional	 cultural)	within	 the	APE;	 (4)	
evaluation	 of	 the	 properties	 to	 determine	 if	 they	 are	 “historic	 properties”	 as	 defined	 by	 Section	 106	 (i.e.	
eligible	for	NRHP	listing);	(5)	determination	of	the	adverse	effects	of	the	proposed	undertaking	on	historic	
properties;	 and	 (6)	 execution	 of	 a	MOA	 between	 the	 USACE	 and	 the	 California	 SHPO	 detailing	mitigation	
measures.	 	 This	 usually	 includes	 preparation	 of	 a	 Historic	 Properties	 Treatment	 Plan	 (HPTP)	 to	 avoid,	
minimize,	and	mitigate	adverse	effects.			

Pursuant	 to	 those	 guidelines,	 the	 USACE	 is	 conducting	 government‐to‐government	 consultation.		
Correspondence	 activities	 are	 summarized	 in	 Section	 4.5.2	 of	 the	 EIS.	 	 In	 addition	 the	 USACE	 has	 held	
informational	meetings	for	federally	and	non‐federally	recognized	tribes	in	San	Diego	County,	during	which	
information	on	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	was	provided.	 	These	meetings	were	held	on	the	 following	dates:		
December	21,	2009;	January	15,	2010;	April	23,	2010;	August	10,	2010;	March	4,	2011;	and	July	26,	2011.			

4.6.3  APPLICANT’S PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 

4.6.3.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	a	landfill	facility	intended	to	accommodate	waste	disposal	capacity	
for	 waste	 generated	 in	 or	 near	 North	 County.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 would	
contribute	 to	 a	 County‐wide	 infrastructure	 system	 and	 the	 County	 provides	 the	 general	 context	 for	 the	
alternative.	 	 In	 2010,	 San	 Diego	 County	 had	 a	 52	 percent	 minority	 population.	 	 The	 2006	 through	 2010	
average	level	of	poverty	was	12.3	percent.			

Local Setting 

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	located	along	SR	76	in	the	northern	part	of	San	Diego	County.	 	The	
area	surrounding	 the	alternative	site	and	 its	 census	 tracts	are	shown	 in	Figure	4.6‐1,	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative	–	Census	Tracts	in	the	Vicinity	of	the	Alternative	Site.		The	percentages	of	minority	and	low‐income	
populations	 within	 those	 census	 tracts	 are	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.6‐1,	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 –	
Population	Characteristics.			

The	area	in	which	the	alternative	site	is	located	is	dominated	by	topographic	features	that	somewhat	isolate	
the	area	from	other	development,	causing	most	environmental	effects	to	occur	at	the	local	level.		As	such,	the	
environmental	effects	predominantly	fall	within	Census	Tract	191.01.		Because	of	the	low	population	density	
in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 alternative	 site,	 Census	Tract	 191.01	 covers	 a	 large	 geographic	 area	 inclusive	 of	 the	
landfill	 site	 and	 nearby	 development.	 	 Therefore,	 this	 single	 census	 tract	 provides	 a	 suitable	 area	 for	
evaluating	most	of	the	environmental	justice	impacts.	 	As	indicated	in	the	table,	the	minority	population	of	
Census	Tract	191.01	is	greater	than	50	percent	and	also	greater	than	52	percent,	the	minority	population	of	
the	County	as	a	whole.		The	percentage	of	low‐income	population	is	10.5	percent,	less	than	the	County’s	12.3	
percent	poverty	level	as	a	whole.		The	Census	Tract	also	includes	lands	within	the	traditional	tribal	territory	
of	the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	and	greater	Luiseño	community,	thereby	having	both	minority	and	tribal	
characteristics.			
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Other	peripheral	 census	 tracts	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 the	alternative	 site	 are	 also	 identified	 in	Figure	4.6‐1	and	
their	population	characteristics	are	also	included	in	Table	4.6‐1.	 	As	indicated,	the	peripheral	census	tracts	
are	neither	disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	in	nature.	

4.6.3.2  Design Features from the Gregory Canyon EIR 

A	number	of	design	features	that	reduce	impacts	on	the	physical	environment	and	human	health	would	be	
implemented	under	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		They	include	mitigation	measures	that	would	be	
required	under	CEQA	with	implementation	of	the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	project	pursuant	to	a	Mitigation	
Monitoring	 and	Reporting	Program	 (MMRP)	 adopted	by	 the	 San	Diego	County	DEH	on	May	13,	 2011.	 	As	
these	measures	 would	 be	 required	 as	 part	 of	 the	 project,	 they	 are	 referred	 to	 and	 considered	 as	 design	
features	in	this	EIS.		The	MMRP	with	the	full	text	of	the	measures	is	included	in	Appendix	A	of	this	EIS.	

The	design	features	have	been	identified	in	each	of	the	environmental	topics	 in	Chapter	4	of	this	EIS.	 	The	
design	 features	 include	mechanisms	 to	 reduce	 impacts	 on	 local	 populations,	 and	 to	 the	 extent	 that	 tribal,	
minority	or	low‐income	populations	are	affected	by	environmental	impacts,	they	provide	protection	for	such	
populations.		

4.6.3.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 An	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effect	 on	 a	 tribal	 population,	
minority	 population	 or	 low‐income	 population	 if	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 is	 appreciably	more	 severe	 or	
greater	in	magnitude	than	the	adverse	effect	that	would	be	borne	by	the	non‐native,	non‐minority	and/or	non‐
low‐income	populations.	

Table 4.6‐1
 

Applicant’s Proposed Alternative – Population Characteristics 
	

Census Tract 
(As shown on Figure 4.6‐1)  Population a 

Percent 
Minoritya  Percent Povertyb 

Census	Tract	in	which	the	Site	is	located		
191.01	 7,458	 58	 10.5	

Census	Tracts	Surrounding	the	Site	
190.01		 5,946	 26	 6.4	
190.02	 1,759	 48	 9.6	
188.02	 8,122	 19	 6.2	
188.03	 4,564	 30	 8.4	
191.03	 6,373	 31	 6	
191.06	 9,131	 46	 6.1	
191.07	 2,104	 39	 4.5	

   

a  Based  on  2010  Census  Counts  as  reported  in  the  U.S  Census  Bureau  data  system:  
http://factfinder2.census.gov   

b  Based on American Community Survey 2006 – 2010 average. 
 
Source: United State Census Bureau 
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Impact	Statement	Gregory	EJ‐1:		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	have	significant	adverse	
effects	on	 the	 following	 topics:	 	Aesthetics	 (Impact	Statement	Gregory	AES‐1),	Traditional	Cultural	
Properties	(Impact	Statement	Gregory	TCP‐1),	and	Transportation	(Impact	Statement	Gregory	TRAF‐
2	 and	 Impact	 Statement	Gregory	TRAF‐3).	 	The	 impacts	would	 fall,	 in	part,	disproportionately	 on	
tribal	and/or	minority	populations.			

Aesthetics 

As	analyzed	in	Section	4.1	of	the	EIS,	Impact	Statement	Gregory	AES‐1,	the	overall	size,	elevation,	and	form	of	
the	 landfill	 prism	and	borrow/stockpiles	 of	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative	would	 contrast	with	 the	
natural	 landform	character	 in	a	scenic	area,	resulting	in	an	adverse	effect.	 	The	alternative	includes	design	
features	 to	 reduce	 the	extent	of	 the	 impacts,	 such	as	 the	provision	of	additional	 screening	vegetation,	and	
contouring	and	seeding	of	landforms	so	that	they	can	better	blend	with	the	natural	character	of	the	area.		No	
further	mitigation	measures	are	available.		The	visual	impact	of	the	landfill	would	be	experienced	by	regional	
and	local	travelers	along	SR	76,	as	they	pass	by	the	site.		Regional	travelers	would	include	population	passing	
through	the	area,	or	visiting	friends	or	businesses	in	the	area.		Local	travelers	would	include	residents	of	the	
area	who	pass	by	the	landfill	site	as	they	travel	to	and	from	their	homes.		This	later	population	would	not	be	
subject	to	significant	adverse	effects	from	their	homes,	but	would	be	affected	as	they	pass	by	the	landfill	site.		
To	 the	 extent	 that	 these	 travelers	 represent	 regional	 traffic,	 they	 would	 be	 representative	 of	 the	 larger	
regional	 population	 and	 impacts	 would	 not	 fall	 disproportionately	 on	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐income	
populations	 situated	 within	 Census	 Tract	 191.01.	 	 However,	 to	 the	 extent	 the	 travelers	 represent	 local	
population	traveling	to	and	from	their	homes	within	Census	Tract	191.01,	which	contains	disproportionately	
minority	and	tribal	populations,	the	adverse	viewing	conditions	for	travelers	passing	the	landfill	site	would	
fall	disproportionately	on	such	populations.			

Other	 aesthetic	 effects	 analyzed	 in	 the	 Chapter	 4	 and	 Chapter	 6	 of	 the	 EIS	 were	 concluded	 to	 have	 no	
significant	adverse	effects	and	therefore	there	would	be	no	disproportionately	high	and	adverse	effects	on	
tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	population.		

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The	 evaluation	 of	 the	 alternative	 on	 Traditional	 Cultural	 Properties	 (TCPs)	 in	 Section	 4.5.2	 of	 the	 EIS	
addresses	 potential	 effects	 on	 properties	 which	 embody	 “the	 beliefs,	 customs,	 and	 practices	 of	 a	 living	
community	 of	 people	 that	 have	 been	 passed	 down	 through	 the	 generations.”	 	 The	 evaluation	 identifies	
Gregory	Mountain	as	such	a	property	(“Chokla”)	for	the	Pala	and	greater	Luiseño	communities.		The	section	
also	discusses	Medicine	Rock,	which	is	a	component	of	the	same	sacred	landscape.		Medicine	Rock,	which	the	
USACE	and	the	California	SHPO	consider	a	cultural	resource	separate	from	Chokla,	is	located	outside	of,	and	
on	land	under	separate	ownership	from,	the	alternative	site.		As	described	more	fully	in	Section	4.5.2,	Chokla	
derives	 its	 traditional	 cultural	 significance	 from	 the	 role	 it	 plays	 in	 the	 traditional	 culture	 of	 the	 Pala,	
Luiseño,	and	greater	southern	California	 Indian	communities.	 	According	 the	Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	
THPO,	“the	area	surrounding	and	including	Gregory	Mountain	and	Medicine	Rock	was	used	for	coming	of	age	
rituals”	 (Gaughen	2011).	 	 Luiseño	visit	Chokla	 “in	 search	of	healing,	prayer,	 and	contemplation”	 (Gaughen	
2011).	 	 Furthermore,	 “when	 the	people	 today	 look	 to	Gregory	Mountain,	 they	 see	 the	 resting	place	of	 the	
spirit	 Takwic,	 and	 turn	 from	him	 in	 respect	 and	 fear	 if	 they	 see	 his	 form	 streaking	 from	 the	mountain	 in	
pursuit	of	souls”	(Gaughen	2011).		Places	associated	with	Taakwic	“served	as	an	important	warning	to	live	a	
just	life	or	your	soul	would	be	taken,	your	flesh	pounded	and	summarily	eaten	by	Táakwish”	(Hoover	2011).		
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According	to	the	San	Luis	Rey	Band	of	Mission	Indians,	Chokla	has	“been	a	beacon	of	spiritual	guidance	for	
the	Luiseño	People	for	thousands	of	years.	 	Luiseño	People	have	long	made	pilgrimages	to	Chokla	not	only	
for	spiritual	guidance,	but	as	a	place	for	religious	ceremonies	and	a	place	of	healing”	(Lopez‐Keifer	2011).	

The	 Section	 4.5.2	 evaluation	 of	 impacts	 of	 the	 alternative	 on	 the	 TCP	 identifies	 portions	 of	 the	 landfill	
footprint	that	would	be	on	the	lower,	western	slopes	of	Gregory	Mountain	and	within	Chokla’s	boundaries.		
During	 landfill	 construction	 and	 operation,	 managed	 solid	 waste,	 litter,	 dust,	 fumes,	 vibration,	 noise	 and	
malignant	odors	would	be	introduced	to,	and	would	alter,	the	TCP’s	setting.		Also,	scavenging	birds	attracted	
by	 solid	 waste	 management	 operations	 would	 increase	 the	 risk	 of	 droppings	 causing	 damage	 to	 the	
pictographs	at	Medicine	Rock	that	are	venerated	by	the	Luiseño	Indians	and	that	have	high	artistic	value.			

The	proposed	post‐closure	 end	use	 for	 the	 site	would	be	undeveloped	open	 space,	with	drought‐tolerant,	
native	vegetation.		However,	covered	solid	waste	would	remain	within	Chokla’s	boundaries	and	its	presence	
would	be	incongruous	with	the	TCP’s	current	conditions	which	are	of	traditional	cultural	value	to	the	Pala	
and	greater	Luiseño	communities.	

The	alternative	would	include	design	features	and	additional	mitigation	measures	identified	in	Section	4.5.2	
of	this	EIS	to	reduce	impacts	to	the	TCP.		Most	notably,	the	design	features	and	mitigation	measures	would:	
(1)	enhance	access	 to	 the	TCP	and,	 thereby,	enhance	 the	perpetuation	of	 traditional	 cultural	practices,	 (2)	
create	 open	 space	 that	would	 afford	 some	physical	 protection	 of	 a	 portion	 of	 the	TCP’s	 physical	 referent,	
character,	and	setting,	 (3)	propagate	plants	with	 traditional	cultural	uses	within	 the	TCP’s	boundaries	and	
enhance	 access	 to	 them	 for	 traditional	 cultural	 practitioners	 and,	 thereby,	 enhance	 the	 perpetuation	 of	
traditional	cultural	practices,	and	(4)	implement	some	new	and	long‐term	protection	of	Medicine	Rock.		The	
mitigation	measures	also	include	a	provision	for	ongoing	tribal	consultation	pursuant	to	Section	106.			

However,	 the	 alterations	 that	 would	 occur	 as	 a	 result	 of	 implementation	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	would	be	incongruous	with	the	TCP’s	current	conditions	which	are	of	traditional	cultural	value	to	
the	Pala	and	greater	Luiseño	communities.		There	are	no	further	mitigation	measures	beyond	the	currently	
proposed	 measures	 that	 would	 eliminate	 the	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 of	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 to	 the	TCP’s	 significance	 and	 integrity.	 	 The	 results	 of	 this	 significant	 adverse	 effect	would	 be	
disproportionately	borne	by	a	population	that	is	both	tribal	and	minority	in	nature.	

Transportation 

As	discussed	 in	Section	4.15	of	 this	EIS,	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	add	new	traffic	 to	 the	
roadway	 network	 and	 would	 include	 design	 features	 to	 reduce	 potential	 impacts.	 	 The	 design	 features	
include	 roadway	 realignment,	 widening	 and	 signalization	 at	 the	 landfill	 entry;	 pavement	 improvements;	
restrictions	 on	 the	 daily	 and	 hourly	 totals	 of	 truck	 trips	 allowed;	 and	 payment	 of	 fees	 for	 roadway	
improvements	along	SR	76	(including,	most	notably,	signalization	at	the	intersections	of	SR	76/Rice	Canyon	
Road	 and	 SR	 76/Couser	 Canyon	 Road	 to	 enhance	 roadway	 operations).	 	 In	 addition	 to	 the	 alternative’s	
design	features,	new	developments	that	would	add	cumulative	traffic	along	SR	76	closer	to	I‐15,	would	also	
be	required	to	implement	roadway	improvements	to	improve	traffic	safety	and	enhance	traffic	flows	along	
that	western	segment	of	SR	76.		If	that	development	does	not	proceed	the	added	traffic	would	not	occur.		If	
the	development	does	proceed,	the	roadway	improvements	would	be	implemented	to	mitigate	the	additional	
traffic	impacts.	
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Implementation	of	 the	alternative’s	design	 features	as	well	as	other	 improvements	that	would	occur	along	
SR	76	would	result	 in	 future	operating	conditions	along	SR	76	 that	are	below	the	evaluation	criteria	–	e.g.	
delay	times	at	intersections	would	be	similar	to	those	occurring	today,	or	would	in	some	cases	be	less	than	
those	occurring	today.	

The	Section	4.15	traffic	analysis	evaluated	three	scenarios:	 	an	Existing	Conditions	Baseline	that	evaluated	
direct	 landfill	 impacts	 against	 the	 existing	 conditions;	 a	 Near	 Term	 Conditions	 Baseline	 that	 accounts	 for	
cumulative	 traffic	 increases	 expected	 to	 occur	 in	 the	near	 future;	 and	 a	Buildout	Conditions	Baseline	 that	
evaluates	 the	 alternative’s	 traffic	 impacts	 against	 a	 longer	 range	 scenario	 inclusive	 of	 anticipated	 County	
development	 and	 roadway	 improvements.	 	 The	 analysis	 of	 the	 alternative’s	 direct	 traffic	 effects	 (Impact	
Statement	Gregory	TRAF‐1)	indicates	that	traffic	effects	would	be	below	the	threshold	criterion	based	on	the	
design	features	that	could	be	implemented	directly	by	the	applicant,	and	traffic	would	operate	at	acceptable	
levels.		However,	the	cumulative	analyses	(Impact	Statement	Gregory	TRAF‐2	and	TRAF‐3)	indicate	that	the	
design	 features	 to	 reduce	 cumulative	 impacts	 under	 the	 Near	 Term	 and	 Buildout	 Conditions	 Baselines	
include	payment	of	TIF	fees	to	the	County	to	provide	roadway	improvements	that	would	accommodate	the	
additional	 cumulative	 traffic.	 	While	payment	of	 the	 fees	would	be	required,	and	would	be	considered	 full	
mitigation	 pursuant	 to	 the	 County,	 that	 payment	 would	 not	 necessarily	 result	 in	 construction	 of	 the	
proposed	 roadway	 improvements	 by	 the	 County	 prior	 to	 the	 cumulative	 adverse	 effects	 occurring.		
Therefore,	analysis	of	traffic	impacts	conservatively	concluded	that	the	alternative	could	cumulatively	result	
in	exceedance	of	the	criteria		at	some	locations,	if	the	fees	paid	by	the	applicant	are	not	directed	to	the	timely	
implementation	of	the	proposed	roadway	improvements,	e.g.	the	signalization	of	SR	76	at	Rice	Canyon	Road	
and	Couser	Canyon	Road.			

If	 the	 roadway	 improvements	 are	 not	made	 in	 a	 timely	manner,	 the	 exceedance	 of	 the	 threshold	 criteria	
would	occur	as	components	of	the	overall	increases	in	regional	traffic	and	would	likely	be	addressed	in	time	
through	County‐wide	 roadway	 improvement	 programs	 supported	by	 the	 alternative’s	 payment	 of	 the	TIF	
fees.		In	part,	increased	traffic	congestion	effects	the	general	population,	including	regional	travelers	passing	
through	or	visiting	the	area,	without	regard	to	the	ethnicity	or	income	of	travelers.			

However,	added	congestion	would	have	more	direct	impact	on	residents	who	access	their	homes	via	the	SR	
76/I‐15	 interchange	and/or	SR	76	as	 traffic	corridor.	 	 If	 the	significant	adverse	cumulative	effects	were	to	
occur	under	the	Buildout	Conditions	Baseline	scenario	(TRAF‐3),	the	impacts	would	be	imposed	primarily	on	
residents	located	within	Census	Tract	191.01,	i.e.	residents	using	SR	76	for	access	to	their	homes,	including	
residents	of	the	Pala	Community.		Therefore,	such	traffic	effects	would	be	considered	disproportionately	high	
and	adverse	effects	on	the	minority	and	tribal	populations.			

The	 cumulative	 traffic	 effect	 was	 also	 evaluated	 in	 Section	 4.13,	 Socioeconomics	 of	 this	 EIS	 in	 regard	 to	
businesses	 along	 SR	76	 such	 as	 the	 Pala	 Casino.	 	While	 the	 additional	 traffic	 under	 this	maximum	 impact	
scenario	 would	 create	 a	 more	 congested	 traffic	 condition,	 the	 increased	 congestion	 would	 be	 typical	 of	
generally	increasing	traffic	throughout	the	region	and	would	not	preclude	access	to	the	uses	along	SR	76.			

Mitigation Measures 

Each	of	 the	 topics	with	disproportionate	 effects	 includes	design	 features	 and/or	mitigation	measures	 that	
substantially	 reduce	 the	 level	of	 impacts	 for	 the	minority	and	 tribal	populations	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 the	 site.		
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These	 include	a	provision	 for	on‐going	 tribal	 consultations	pursuant	 to	Section	106.	 	There	are	no	 further	
mitigation	measures	available	 to	 reduce	 the	disproportionate	effects.	 	 In	 the	case	of	 the	cumulative	 traffic	
impacts,	mitigation	measures	 are	proposed	 that	would	 reduce	 the	 impacts	 to	 less	 than	 the	 criteria	 levels.		
However,	implementation	of	the	improvements	is	beyond	the	control	of	the	applicant.			

Impact	Statement	Gregory	EJ‐2:		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	have	significant	adverse	
effects	on	the	following	topics:	 	Air	Quality	and	Greenhouse	Gases	(Impact	Statement	Gregory	AIR‐2	
and	AIR‐3)	and	Noise	(Impact	Statement	Gregory	NOISE‐3).		The	ethnicity	and	income	characteristics	
of	 the	 populations	 affected	 cannot	 be	 stated	 with	 certainty.	 	 The	 populations	 may	 be	
disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	in	character.	

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases   

As	described	in	the	evaluation	of	air	quality	and	greenhouse	gases	in	Section	4.3	of	the	EIS	(Impact	Statement	
Gregory	 AIR‐2	 and	 AIR‐3),	 it	 was	 determined	 that	 the	 alternative’s	 VOC	 and	 NOx	 emissions,	 which	 are	
precursors	 to	 ozone,	 would	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	 Rule	 20	 offset	 requirement,	 and	 that	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
attainment	 for	 the	 federal	 ozone	 standard.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 concluded	 that	 the	 alternative	 would	 have	
significant	adverse	air	quality	effects	regarding	these	pollutants	as	an	individual	project	and	as	a	contributor	
to	cumulative	conditions.	 	As	such,	this	is	a	regional	impact	that	affects	the	larger	general	population.	 	The	
affected	population	can	vary	and	it	is	not	clear	that	the	effects	would	be	borne	disproportionately	on	tribal,	
minority	 or	 low‐income	populations	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 site.	 	Notwithstanding,	 it	may	be	noted	 that	 the	
larger	region	(community	of	comparison),	San	Diego	County,	with	a	52	percent	minority	population,	contains	
a	population	that	exceeds	the	50	percent	minority	criteria.			

Noise 

As	discussed	in	the	analysis	of	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.11	of	the	EIS	(Impact	Statement	Gregory	NOISE‐2),	
traffic	 associated	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	 increase	noise	 levels	at	 residences	 that	
already	 have	 exterior	 noise	 levels	 in	 excess	 of	 60	 dBA	 CNEL.	 	 Noise	 levels	would	 increase	 due	 to	 landfill	
traffic	as	well	as	additional	cumulative	traffic.		These	increases	in	noise	levels	would	not	be	discernible	to	the	
residents	currently	exposed	to	the	elevated	sound	level.		Notwithstanding,	the	existing	noise	conditions	are	
considered	adverse	and	any	increase	in	sound	level	has	been	considered	a	significant	adverse	effect	 in	the	
noise	analysis.	 	The	significant	adverse	effect	would	be	experienced	at	a	few	residential	units	located	along	
SR	76.	 	 Installation	of	a	sound	wall	at	 their	 location,	a	proposed	design	 feature,	would	reduce	traffic	noise	
levels	to	below	the	60	dBA	CNEL	criteria,	thus	reducing	noise	levels	below	the	existing	conditions.		However,	
the	 implementation	 of	 such	 a	 sound	 wall	 is	 uncertain.	 	 The	 ethnicity	 and	 poverty	 level	 of	 individual	
residential	 units	 is	 not	 reported	 by	 the	 Census	 Bureau	 and	 therefore	 disproportionate	 effects	 cannot	 be	
determined	definitively.		Notwithstanding,	the	impacts	that	would	occur	if	the	provision	of	the	sound	wall	is	
not	 feasible,	 would	 be	 located	 within	 a	 census	 tract	 that	 has	 a	 disproportionate	 amount	 of	 minority	
population.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	above	environmental	topics	were	analyzed	in	Chapters	4	and	6	of	the	EIS.		The	analysis	for	those	topics	
identified	 design	 features	 to	 reduce	 air	 quality	 and	 noise	 impacts.	 	 As	 noted,	 the	 potential	 noise	 impact	
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includes	a	provision	to	avoid	the	significant	adverse	effects,	subject	to	the	discretion	of	the	affected	parties	to	
avail	themselves	of	the	measure.		The	air	quality	impact	would	be	notably	reduced	due	to	proposed	design	
features.		There	are	no	further	mitigation	measures	available	to	reduce	the	air	and	noise	effects,	should	they	
fall	disproportionately	on	minority	or	low‐income	communities.			

4.6.4  NO FEDERAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.6.4.1  Affected Environment 

The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 would	 provide	 habitat	 restoration	 and	 a	 conservation	 bank	 at	 the	
Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative	 site.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 affected	 environment	 for	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	
Alternative	is	the	same	as	described	above	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		See	subsection	4.6.3.1.	

4.6.4.2  Design Features  

As	is	the	case	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	includes	design	
features	that	have	been	identified	in	the	analyses	for	each	of	the	Chapter	4,	environmental	topics	to	reduce	
potential	environmental	impacts.		To	the	extent	the	design	features	limit	potential	impacts	they	would	limit	
impacts	that	might	fall	disproportionately	on	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	communities.			

4.6.4.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 An	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effect	 on	 a	 tribal	 population,	
minority	 population	 or	 low‐income	 population	 if	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 is	 appreciably	more	 severe	 or	
greater	in	magnitude	than	the	adverse	effect	that	would	be	borne	by	the	non‐native,	non‐minority	and/or	non‐
low‐income	populations.	

Impact	 Statement	 No	 Federal	 Action	 EJ‐1:	 	 The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative’s	 only	 significant	
adverse	effect	would	be	on	Air	Quality	(Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	Air‐2	and	Air‐3).	 	This	
significant	adverse	effect	may	be	borne	disproportionately	by	a	minority	or	low‐income	population.	

Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County	would	be	exported	to	out‐
of‐County	landfills	by	2025,	specifically	El	Sobrante	landfill	in	Riverside	County,	increasing	air	emissions	in	
the	South	Coast	Air	Basin;	including	emissions	of	NOX,	PM10,	and	PM2.5,	which	are	in	excess	of	the	SCAQMD	
daily	thresholds	for	operational	emissions.		The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	result	in	violations	
of	air	quality	standards	or	contribute	to	existing	or	projected	violations	in	the	SDAB.		The	significant	adverse	
effect	in	the	South	Coast	Air	Basin	is	a	regional	impact	that	affects	the	larger	general	population.		The	affected	
population	can	vary	and	it	is	not	clear	that	the	effects	would	be	borne	disproportionately	on	minority	or	low‐
income	populations.		Notwithstanding,	it	may	be	noted	that	Riverside	County	with	approximately	60	percent	
minority	is	like	San	Diego	County,	a	minority	populated	County,	with	52	percent	minority.		Riverside	County	
has	a	 low‐income	population	of	13.4	percent	 compared	 to	 the	12.3	percent	 low	 income	population	 in	San	
Diego	County.							
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4.6.5  ASPEN ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.6.5.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting 

As	was	 the	case	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	 is	a	 landfill	 facility	
intended	to	accommodate	waste	disposal	capacity	for	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County.		As	such,	the	
Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	contribute	to	a	County‐wide	infrastructure	system	and	the	County	provides	
the	general	context	for	the	alternative.		In	2010,	San	Diego	County	had	a	52	percent	minority	population.		The	
2006	through	2010	average	level	of	poverty	was	12.3	percent.			

Local Setting 

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	is	located	in	the	northernmost	part	of	San	Diego,	a	little	over	a	mile	west	of	I‐15.		
Its	general	area	and	census	tracts	in	the	vicinity	are	shown	in	Figure	4.6‐2,	Aspen	Road	Alternative	–	Census	
Tracts	 in	the	Vicinity	of	the	Alternative	Site.	 	The	minority	and	low‐income	populations	within	those	census	
tracts	are	shown	in	Table	4.6‐2	,	Aspen	Road	Alternative	–	Population	Characteristics.			

The	area	in	which	the	alternative	site	located	is	a	somewhat	isolated	area.		As	such,	the	environmental	effects	
of	the	alternative	predominantly	fall	within	a	single	census	tract,	Census	Tract	190.01.	 	Because	of	the	low	
population	density	in	the	vicinity	of	the	alternative	site,	Census	Tract	190.01	covers	a	large	geographic	area	
inclusive	of	the	landfill	site	and	nearby	development.		This	single	census	tract	is	defined	on	the	east	by	I‐15,	a	
freeway	that	creates	a	boundary	between	the	alternative	site	and	development	further	to	the	east.		The	edge	
of	 the	 Census	 Tract	 is	 located	 at	 least	 two	 to	 three	 miles	 from	 the	 alternative	 site	 in	 the	 southern	 and	
western	directions.	 	The	boundary	on	the	north	 is	 located	approximately	0.3	to	0.4	miles	away	in	an	open	
space	area.		As	indicated	in	Table	4.6‐2,	the	minority	population	of	Census	Tract	190.01	is	approximately	26	
percent,	which	is	less	than	50	percent	and	also	less	than	52	percent,	the	minority	population	of	the	County	as	
a	 whole.	 	 The	 percentage	 of	 low‐income	 population	 is	 6.4	 percent,	 less	 than	 the	 County’s	 12.3	 percent	
poverty	level	as	a	whole.			

A	 second	 census	 tract	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	 that	 is	 subject	 to	 potential	 impacts	 of	 the	
alternative	is	Census	Tract	190.02	located	along	the	eastern	side	of	I‐15.		This	census	tract	is	also	identified	
in	Figure	4.6‐2	and	its	population	characteristics	are	also	included	in	Table	4.6‐2.		As	indicated,	that	census	
tract	is	48	percent	minority	and	9.6	percent	low‐income.			

4.6.5.2  Design Features  

A	number	of	design	features	that	reduce	impacts	on	the	physical	environment	and	human	health	would	be	
implemented	 under	 the	 Aspen	Road	Alternative.	 	 The	 design	 features	 have	 been	 identified	 in	 each	 of	 the	
environmental	topics	in	Chapter	4	of	this	EIS.		The	design	features	include	mechanisms	to	reduce	impacts	on	
local	 populations,	 and	 to	 the	 extent	 that	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations	 are	 affected	 by	
environmental	impacts,	they	provide	protection	for	such	populations.			



4.6  Environmental Justice    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.6‐14	 	

4.6.5.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 An	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effect	 on	 a	 tribal	 population,	
minority	 population	 or	 low‐income	 population	 if	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 is	 appreciably	more	 severe	 or	
greater	in	magnitude	than	the	adverse	effect	that	would	be	borne	by	the	non‐native,	non‐minority	and/or	non‐
low‐income	populations.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	EJ‐1:		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	have	significant	adverse	effects	on	
the	 following	 topics:	 	Aesthetics	 (Impact	 Statements	 Aspen	AES‐1,	AES‐4	 and	AES‐5	 ),	Agriculture	
(Impact	 Statements	Aspen	AG‐1	 and	AG‐2),	Biological	Resources	 (Impact	 Statement	Aspen	BIO‐4),	
Land	Use	(Impact	Statements	Aspen	LU‐1	and	LU‐2),	Noise	(Impact	Statements	Aspen	NOISE–2	and	
Noise‐3)	 and	Transportation	 (Impact	 Statement	Aspen	TRAF‐2).	 	These	 significant	 adverse	 effects	
would	not	have	disproportionately	high	and	adverse	effects	on	 tribal,	minority	and/or	 low‐income	
populations.			

Aesthetics 

As	analyzed	in	Section	4.1	of	the	EIS,	Impact	Statements	Aspen	AES‐1	and	AES‐2,	the	overall	size,	elevation,	
and	 form	 of	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 contrast	 with	 the	 natural	 landform	 character	 of	 the	
surrounding	 area	 and	 alter	 view	 corridors	 resulting	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects.	 	 Also,	 non‐conformance	
with	 General	 Plan	 and	 Fallbrook	 Community	 Plan	 policies	 regarding	 rural	 character	 and	 preservation	 of	
ridge	lines	would	be	a	significant	adverse	effect.		The	alternative	proposes	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	the	
extent	of	the	impacts,	such	as	the	provision	of	additional	screening	vegetation,	and	contouring	and	seeding	of	
landforms	 so	 that	 they	 can	 better	 blend	 with	 the	 natural	 character	 of	 the	 area.	 	 No	 further	 mitigation	
measures	are	available.			

The	visual	 impact	of	 the	 landfill	would	be	mostly	experienced	by	hillside	population	within	Census	Tracts	
190.01	and	190.02.		As	these	census	tracts	are	not	disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	in	nature,	and	
since	they	do	not	contain	tribal	population,	there	would	not	be	a	disproportionately	high	and	adverse	effect	
on	such	populations.	

Table 4.6‐2
 

Aspen Road Alternative – Population Characteristics 

	
Census Tract 

(As shown on Figure 4.6‐2)  Populationa 
Percent 
Minoritya  Percent Povertyb 

Census	Tract	In	Which	the	Site	is	Located	
190.01		 5,946	 26	 6.4	

Adjacent	Census	Tract	
190.02	 1,759	 48	 9.6	

   

a  Based  on  2010  Census  Counts  as  reported  in  the  U.S  Census  Bureau  data  system:  
http://factfinder2.census.gov   

b  Based on American Community Survey 2006 – 2010 average. 
 
Source: United State Census Bureau 
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Agriculture 

The	analysis	of	agricultural	resources	in	Section	4.2	of	the	EIS	identifies	two	significant	adverse	effects.		One	
pertains	to	the	conversion	of	agricultural	land	to	a	non‐agricultural	use	and	the	second	pertains	to	adverse	
effects	on	the	productivity	of	off‐site	agricultural	resources.		These	significant	adverse	effects	regard	the	use	
of	regional	resources	within	the	County.		The	impacts	have	no	effects	on	human	population.		Therefore,	there	
would	be	no	effects	that	would	fall	disproportionately	on	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	populations.	

Biological Resources 

The	analysis	of	biological	resources	in	Section	4.4	of	the	EIS	identifies	significant	adverse	effects	on	wildlife	
corridor	movement.	 	The	alternative	would	disrupt	wildlife	movement	over	the	years	of	 landfill	operation.		
This	 effect	 on	wildlife	would	 not	 have	 effects	 on	 human	 population.	 	 Population	 that	may	 place	 value	 on	
support	 for	 wildlife	 would	 be	 distributed	 throughout	 the	 region,	 and	 not	 tied	 to	 particular	 demographic	
characteristics.	 	 Therefore,	 this	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 would	 not	 fall	 disproportionately	 on	 a	 tribal,	
minority	or	low‐income	population.	

Land Use 

The	analysis	of	land	use	in	Section	4.10	of	the	EIS	identifies	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	policies	and	
goals	in	the	General	Plan	and	Fallbrook	Community	plan.		One	significant	adverse	effect	pertains	to	policies	
and	goals	regarding	the	character	of	the	area	(Impact	Statement	Aspen	LU‐1).		The	alternative	would	impede	
several	 policies	 and	 goals	 regarding	 land	 use	 designation,	 rural	 character,	 agricultural	 resources,	 and	
ridgeline	 disruption.	 	 This	 impact	would	 affect	 the	 perceptions	 of	 local	 population	 about	 the	 character	 of	
their	 neighborhood	 and	 its	 general	 environmental	 quality.	 	 The	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 would	 fall	 on	
population	which	 is	 located	within	 Census	 Tract	 190.01,	 which	 is	 not	 tribal,	minority	 nor	 low‐income	 in	
nature.		Therefore,	the	significant	adverse	effect	would	not	fall	disproportionately	on	such	populations.		

The	 second	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 pertains	 to	 conservation	 policies	 in	 the	 Fallbrook	 Community	 Plan	
(Impact	Statement	Aspen	LU‐2).	 	These	policies	pertain	to	the	protection	of	wildlife	corridors,	and	refer	to	
the	 same	 impact	 as	 described	 under	 the	 discussion	 of	 biological	 resources,	 above.	 	 As	 noted	 in	 that	
discussion,	 this	effect	on	wildlife	does	not	have	effects	on	human	population;	and	 therefore	would	not	 fall	
disproportionately	on	a	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	population.	

Noise 

The	 evaluation	 of	 noise	 in	 Section	 4.11	 of	 the	 EIS	 identified	 a	 significant	 adverse	 noise	 effect	 due	 to	
intermittent	blasting.	 	The	significant	adverse	noise	effect	conclusion	is	based	on	a	projected	noise	level	of	
67.3	dBA	(Lmax),	which	exceeds	the	criteria	at	the	boundary	of	the	alternative	site.		This	maximum,	noise	level	
is	not	appreciably	greater	 than	occasional	noise	 levels	 that	occur	with	 construction	activities	ubiquitously	
throughout	the	region.		Further,	the	perceived	noise	level	would	be	less	at	nearby	sensitive	receptors,	which	
are	located	at	various	distances	from	the	edge	of	the	landfill	boundary.		To	the	extent	exceeded	sound	levels	
might	 occur,	 they	 would	 only	 occur	 at	 a	 few	 individual	 units,	 whose	 demographic	 characteristics	 are	
unknown.	 	Also,	landfill	traffic	would	add	small	cumulative	noise	contributions	at	residential	units	that	are	
currently	exposed	to	sound	levels	that	exceed	the	roadway	threshold	criterion.		These	impacts	would	occur	
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within	 census	 tracts	 that	 are	 located	 along	 the	 alternative’s	 access	 routes.	 	 These	 impacts	 would	 occur	
within,	 or	 adjacent	 to	 census	 tracts	 that	 are	 not	 tribal,	minority	 or	 low‐income	 in	 nature.	 	 Therefore	 the	
impact	on	such	populations	would	not	be	disproportionately	high	and	adverse.		

Transportation 

As	discussed	 in	Section	4.15	of	 this	EIS,	 the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	add	new	traffic	 to	the	roadway	
network	and	would	 include	mitigation	measures	 to	 reduce	potential	 impacts.	 	The	mitigation	measures,	 if	
implemented,	would	reduce	traffic	 impacts	(for	the	landfill	 individually	and	as	a	contributor	to	cumulative	
impacts)	 at	 intersection,	 road	 segment	 and	 freeway	 locations	 to	 below	 the	 criteria.	 	 This	would	 occur	 for	
Existing	Conditions	Baseline,	Near‐Term	Conditions	and	Buildout	Conditions	Baseline	scenarios.	 	However,	
as	 indicated	 in	 the	 traffic	 analysis	 (Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 TRAF‐2),	 mitigation	 measures	 to	 reduce	
cumulative	impacts	under	the	Near‐Term	Conditions	Baseline	include	payment	of	TIF	fees	to	the	County	to	
provide	roadway	improvements	that	would	accommodate	the	additional	cumulative	traffic.		While	payment	
of	 the	 fees	would	be	 required,	 that	payment	would	not	necessarily	 result	 in	 construction	of	 the	proposed	
roadway	 improvements	 by	 the	 County	 prior	 to	 the	 cumulative	 adverse	 effects	 occurring.	 	 Therefore,	 the	
analysis	 of	 traffic	 impacts	 conservatively	 concluded	 that	 the	 alternative	 could	 cumulatively	 result	 in	
exceedance	of	the	criteria		at	some	locations.			

If	such	impacts	were	to	occur,	even	with	the	payment	of	the	TIF	fees,	 they	would	be	as	components	of	the	
overall	 increases	 in	 regional	 traffic	 and	would	 be	 addressed	 through	 County‐wide	 roadway	 improvement	
programs	supported	by	the	alternative’s	payment	of	the	TIF	fees.		In	part,	increased	traffic	congestion	effects	
the	general	population	without	regard	to	the	ethnicity	or	 income	of	travelers.	 	However,	added	congestion	
would	have	more	direct	 impact	on	residents	who	access	their	homes	via	the	roadway	facilities	serving	the	
alternative	site:		the	intersection	of	Mission	Road/I‐15	to	Old	Highway	395	and	to	the	landfill	access	road	via	
Rainbow	Glen	Road.		These	roadway	facilities	are	located	within	Census	Tract	190.0	and/or	adjacent	to	Tract	
190.02.		Neither	of	these	census	tracts	contains	tribal	lands,	nor	disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	
populations.		Therefore,	the	effect	on	such	populations	would	not	be	disproportionately	high	and	adverse.		

Mitigation Measures 

None	 of	 these	 topics	 with	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 on	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	
disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effects	 on	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations.	 	 No	 further	
mitigation	is	proposed.			

Impact	Statement	Aspen	EJ‐2:		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	have	significant	adverse	effects	on	
the	following	topic:	 	Air	Quality	and	Greenhouse	Gases	(Impact	Statement	Aspen	 	AIR‐2	and	AIR‐3).		
The	ethnicity	and	income	characteristics	of	the	populations	affected	cannot	be	stated	with	certainty.		
The	populations	may	be	disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	in	character.			

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases   

As	described	in	the	evaluation	of	air	quality	and	greenhouse	gases	in	Section	4.3	of	the	EIS	(Impact	Statement	
Aspen	 AIR‐2	 and	 AIR‐3),	 it	 was	 determined	 that	 the	 alternative’s	 VOC	 and	 NOx	 emissions,	 which	 are	
precursors	 to	 ozone,	 would	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	 Rule	 20	 offset	 requirement,	 and	 that	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
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attainment	 for	 the	 federal	 ozone	 standard.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 concluded	 that	 the	 alternative	 would	 have	
significant	 adverse	 air	 quality	 effects	 regarding	 these	 pollutants	 individually	 and	 as	 a	 contributor	 to	
cumulative	conditions.		As	such,	this	is	a	regional	impact	that	affects	the	larger	general	population.		Further,	
affected	population	can	vary	from	day	to	day.		The	local	vicinity	is	not	disproportionately	tribal,	minority	or	
low‐income	 in	 nature	 as	might	 affect	 local	 population.	 	 Notwithstanding,	 it	may	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 larger	
region	 (community	 of	 comparison),	 San	Diego	 County,	with	 a	 52	 percent	minority	 population,	 contains	 a	
population	 that	 exceeds	 the	50	percent	minority	 criteria,	 and	 the	 significant	 adverse	 effect	may	be	 borne	
disproportionately	by	minority	or	low‐income	population.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	 above	 environmental	 topic	 was	 analyzed	 in	 Chapters	 4	 and	 6	 of	 the	 EIS.	 	 The	 analysis	 identified	
mitigation	measures	 to	 reduce	air	quality	 impacts.	 	There	are	no	 further	mitigation	measures	available	 to	
reduce	 this	 significant	 adverse	 effect,	 should	 it	 fall	 disproportionately	 on	 minority	 or	 low‐income	
communities.	

4.6.6  GOPHER CANYON ROAD ALTERNATIVE 

4.6.6.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting 

As	 is	 the	 case	with	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	 is	 a	 landfill	
facility	intended	to	accommodate	waste	disposal	capacity	for	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County.	 	As	
such,	the	alternative	would	contribute	to	a	County‐wide	infrastructure	system	and	the	County	provides	the	
general	context	for	the	alternative.	 	 In	2010,	San	Diego	County	had	a	52	percent	minority	population.	 	The	
2006	through	2010	average	level	of	poverty	was	12.3	percent.			

Local Setting 

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 is	 located	 in	 a	 rolling	 hill	 area	 approximately	 0.40	 miles	 south	 of	
Gopher	Canyon	Road.	 	 Its	general	area	and	census	 tracts	 in	 the	vicinity	are	shown	 in	Figure	4.6‐3,	Gopher	
Canyon	Road	Alternative	–	Census	Tracts	in	the	Vicinity	of	the	Alternative	Site.		The	minority	and	low‐income	
populations	 within	 those	 census	 tracts	 are	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.6‐3,	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 –	 Population	
Characteristics.			

The	alternative	site	is	located	in	the	vicinity	of	residential	development	immediately	to	the	west	of	the	site,	a	
health	spa	located	to	the	northwest,	and	a	private	golf	course	and	residential	development	located	along	the	
eastern	side	of	the	site.		It	is	these	nearby	uses	that	would	be	most	affected	by	landfill	impacts.		The	landfill	
site	as	well	as	these	nearby	uses	are	located	within	Census	Tract	192.07,	which	extend	approximately	0.40	
miles	to	the	east	and	approximately	1.4	miles	to	the	west	and	2.4	miles	to	the	northwest.			

As	such,	 the	environmental	effects	of	 the	alternative	predominantly	 fall	within	 the	single	census	 tract.	 	As	
indicated	in	Table	4.6‐3,	the	minority	population	of	Census	Tract	192.07	is	approximately	52	percent,	which	
greater	than	50	percent	and	also	greater	than	52	percent,	the	minority	population	of	the	County	as	a	whole.		
The	percentage	of	 low‐income	population	 is	 13.2	percent,	 greater	 than	 the	County’s	 12.3	percent	poverty	
level	as	a	whole.			
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Other	 census	 tracts	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	 that	 are	 subject	 to	 potential	 impacts	 of	 the	
alternative	 include	 Census	 Tracts	 188.03	 and	 192.08	 located	 along	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road,	 and	 more	
peripheral	census	tracts	that	are	also	identified	in	Figure	4.6‐3	and	whose	population	characteristics	are	also	
included	in	Table	4.6‐3.		As	indicated,	none	of	these	additional	census	tracts	is	predominantly	low‐income	in	
nature.		For	the	most	part,	these	census	tracts,	most	notably	those	accessed	via	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road/I‐
15	 intersection	 are	 not	 disproportionately	 minority.	 	 The	 two	 census	 tracts	 that	 are	 disproportionately	
minority	are	the	more	peripheral	census	tracts.			

4.6.6.2  Design Features  

A	number	of	design	features	that	reduce	impacts	on	the	physical	environment	and	human	health	would	be	
implemented	under	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative.		The	design	features	have	been	identified	in	each	
of	 the	 environmental	 topics	 in	 Chapter	 4	 of	 this	 EIS.	 	 The	 design	 features	 include	mechanisms	 to	 reduce	
impacts	on	local	populations,	and	to	the	extent	that	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	populations	are	affected	
by	environmental	impacts,	they	provide	protection	for	such	populations.			

4.6.6.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 An	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effect	 on	 a	 tribal	 population,	
minority	 population	 or	 low‐income	 population	 if	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 is	 appreciably	more	 severe	 or	
greater	in	magnitude	than	the	adverse	effect	that	would	be	borne	by	the	non‐native,	non‐minority	and/or	non‐
low‐income	populations.	

Table 4.6‐3
 

Gopher Canyon Road Alternative – Population Characteristics 
	

Census Tract 
(As shown on Figure 4.6‐3  Populationa 

Percent 
Minoritya  Percent Povertyb 

Census	Tract	In	Which	the	Site	is	Located	
192.07		 8416	 52	 13.2	

Tracts	Accessed	Along	Gopher	Canyon	Road	
188.03	 4564	 30	 8.4	
192.08	 3303	 29	 2.4	

Peripheral	Tracts	
191.03	 6373	 31	 6.0	
191.05	 5722	 25	 6.2	
186.12	 3331	 54	 1.7	
193.03	 6538	 44	 7.5	
192.03	 2866	 39	 5.3	
192.05	 6163	 62	 11.6	

   

a  Based  on  2010  Census  Counts  as  reported  in  the  U.S  Census  Bureau  data  system:  
http://factfinder2.census.gov   

b  Based on American Community Survey 2006 – 2010 average. 
 
Source: United State Census Bureau 
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Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 EJ‐1:	 	 The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 a	 have	 significant	
adverse	 effect	 on	 Land	 Use	 (Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 LU‐1).	 	 This	 disproportionately	 high	 and	
adverse	effect	would	fall	on	minority	and/or	low‐income	populations.		

The	 analysis	 of	 land	 use	 and	 planning	 in	 Section	 4.10	 of	 the	 EIS	 identifies	 significant	 adverse	 effects	
regarding	policies	and	goals	in	the	General	Plan	and	Bonsall	Community	plan.		The	alternative	would	not	be	
consistent	with	the	General	Plan’s	designated	rural	and	semi	rural‐use	of	the	site	and	the	surrounding	area	
or	with	the	objective	of	the	Bonsall	Community	Plan	to	balance	agriculture,	rural,	estate	lots,	and	open	space	
uses	 that	 conserve	 topography.	 	 This	 impact	 would	 affect	 the	 perceptions	 of	 local	 population	 about	 the	
character	of	their	neighborhood	and	its	general	environmental	quality.		The	significant	adverse	effect	would	
fall	on	population	which	is	located	within	Census	Tract	192.07,	which	is	minority	and	low‐income	in	nature.		
Therefore,	the	significant	adverse	effect	would	fall	disproportionately	on	such	populations.		

Mitigation Measures 

This	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 on	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	 result	 in	 disproportionately	
high	 and	 adverse	 effects	 on	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations.	 	 A	 mitigation	 measure	 is	 proposed	 in	
Section	 4.10	 that	 would	 require	 a	 General	 Plan	 amendment	 and	 zone	 change	 for	 implementation	 of	 this	
alternative.		These	actions	would	require	further	environmental	review	of	the	significant	adverse	effect	and	
would	provide	on‐going	opportunity	for	the	community	to	participate	in	the	environmental	review	process.			

Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 EJ‐2:	 	 The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Alternative	 would	 have	 significant	 adverse	
effects	on	 the	 following	 topics:	 	Aesthetics	 (Impact	Statement	AES‐5),	Biological	Resources	 (Impact	
Statement	 Gopher	 BIO‐4),	 Noise	 (Impact	 Statements	 Gopher	 NOISE‐2	 and	 Noise‐3)	 and	
Transportation	(Impact	Statement	Gopher	TRAF‐2).		These	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	have	
disproportionately	high	and	adverse	effects	on	tribal,	minority	and/or	low‐income	populations.			

Aesthetics 

The	 analysis	 of	 aesthetic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.1	 of	 the	 EIS	 identifies	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 on	
neighborhood	character.		The	alternative	would	not	be	consistent	with	General	Plan	and	Bonsall	Community	
Plan	goals	and	objectives	regarding	effects	on	topography,	physical	context	and	community	character;	thus	
affecting	the	visual	characteristic	of	the	area.		The	extent	of	this	significant	adverse	effect	would	be	reduced	
through	the	proposed	mitigation	measures.		While	the	alternative	is	located	in	a	census	tract	that	is	minority	
and	 low‐income	in	nature,	 the	surrounding	census	tracts	 from	which	the	majority	of	 the	aesthetic	 impacts	
would	be	viewed	are	not	disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	nor	do	they	contain	tribal	land.			

Biological Resources 

The	analysis	of	biological	resources	in	Section	4.4	of	the	EIS	identifies	significant	adverse	effects	on	wildlife	
corridor	movement.	 	The	alternative	would	disrupt	wildlife	movement	over	the	years	of	 landfill	operation.		
This	 effect	 on	wildlife	would	 not	 have	 effects	 on	 human	 population.	 	 Population	 that	may	 place	 value	 on	
support	 for	 wildlife	 would	 be	 distributed	 throughout	 the	 region,	 and	 not	 tied	 to	 particular	 demographic	
characteristics.	 	 Therefore,	 this	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 would	 not	 fall	 disproportionately	 on	 a	 tribal,	
minority	or	low‐income	population.	
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Transportation 

As	discussed	 in	Section	4.15	of	 this	EIS,	 the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	add	new	traffic	 to	 the	
roadway	network	and	proposes	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	potential	impacts.		The	mitigation	measures,	
if	implemented,	would	reduce	traffic	impacts	(for	the	landfill	individually	and	as	a	contributor	to	cumulative	
impacts)	 at	 intersection,	 road	 segment	 and	 freeway	 locations	 to	 below	 the	 criteria.	 	 This	would	 occur	 for	
Existing	Conditions	Baseline,	Near‐Term	Conditions	and	Buildout	Conditions	Baseline	scenarios.	 	However,	
as	 indicated	 in	 the	 traffic	 analysis	 (Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 TRAF‐2),	 mitigation	 measures	 to	 reduce	
cumulative	impacts	under	the	Near‐Term	Conditions	Baseline	include	payment	of	TIF	fees	to	the	County	to	
provide	roadway	improvements	that	would	accommodate	the	additional	cumulative	traffic.		While	payment	
of	 the	 fees	would	be	 required,	 that	payment	would	not	necessarily	 result	 in	 construction	of	 the	proposed	
roadway	 improvements	 by	 the	 County	 prior	 to	 the	 cumulative	 adverse	 effects	 occurring.	 	 Therefore,	 the	
analysis	 of	 traffic	 impacts	 conservatively	 concluded	 that	 the	 alternative	 could	 cumulatively	 result	 in	
exceedance	of	the	criteria		at	some	locations.			

If	such	impacts	were	to	occur,	even	with	the	payment	of	the	TIF	fees,	 they	would	be	as	components	of	the	
overall	 increases	 in	 regional	 traffic	 and	would	 be	 addressed	 through	 County‐wide	 roadway	 improvement	
programs	supported	by	the	alternative’s	payment	of	the	TIF	fees.		In	part,	increased	traffic	congestion	effects	
the	general	population	without	regard	to	the	ethnicity	or	 income	of	travelers.	 	However,	added	congestion	
would	have	more	direct	 impact	on	residents	who	access	their	homes	via	the	roadway	facilities	serving	the	
alternative	site:		travelers	long	Gopher	Canyon	Road	linking	predominately	with	I‐15	at	the	Gopher	Canyon	
Road/I‐15	 Intersection	 on	 the	 east	 and	 along	 E.	 Vista	Way	 on	 the	West.	 	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 straddles	
Census	Tracts	192.07,	192.08	and	188.03.		The	key,	heavily	impacted	intersection	of	Gopher	Canyon	Road/I‐
15	provides	access	to	Census	Tracts	188.03,	192.08	191.03,	and	191.05.		Traffic	effects	to	westside	roadways	
are	substantially	reduced	from	those	to	the	east,	with	most	of	the	landfill	trips	heading	north	on	E.	Vista	Way	
from	its	intersection	with	Gopher	Canyon	Road.		Additional	Census	Tracts	186.12,	193.03,	192.03	and	192.05	
are	located	along	E.	Vista	Way.	 	It	should	be	noted	that	increased	traffic	effects	on	residents	in	these	tracts	
would	be	substantially	less	than	those	for	residents	in	other	affected	tracts.		Further,	these	westside	tracts	lie	
in	 the	 outskirts	 of	 Vista,	 where	 resident	 trips	 would	 be	 more	 oriented	 to	 the	 southwest,	 away	 from	 the	
landfill,	in	contrast	to	residents	located	along	Gopher	Canyon	Road.		There	are	no	tribal	lands	located	within	
the	census	tracts.	

Notwithstanding	the	landfills	location	within	a	disproportionately	minority	and	low	income	census	tract,	the	
greatest	number	of	travelers	to	local	communities	in	the	vicinity	of	the	landfill	reside	in	census	tracts	that	are	
neither	 disproportionately	 minority	 or	 low‐income.	 	 Given	 this	 distribution	 of	 minority	 and	 low	 income	
population,	 it	 is	 concluded	 that	 the	 significant	 adverse	 cumulative	 traffic	 effects	 would	 not	 be	
disproportionately	high	and	adverse	on	such	populations.		

Noise   

The	 evaluation	 of	 noise	 in	 Section	 4.11	 of	 the	 EIS	 identified	 a	 significant	 adverse	 noise	 effect	 due	 to	
intermittent	blasting.	 	The	significant	adverse	noise	effect	conclusion	is	based	on	a	projected	noise	level	of	
70.4	dBA	(Lmax),	which	exceeds	the	criteria	at	the	boundary	of	the	alternative	site.		This	maximum,	noise	level	
is	not	appreciably	greater	 than	occasional	noise	 levels	 that	occur	with	 construction	activities	ubiquitously	
throughout	the	region.		Further,	the	perceived	noise	level	would	be	less	than	at	the	boundary	of	the	landfill	
site	 at	 nearby	 sensitive	 receptors,	 which	 are	 located	 at	 various	 distances	 from	 the	 edge	 of	 the	 landfill	
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boundary.		To	the	extent	exceeded	sound	levels	might	occur,	they	would	only	occur	at	a	few	individual	units,	
whose	demographic	characteristics	are	unknown.		While	Census	Tract	192.07	is	minority	and	low‐income	in	
nature,	 the	 ubiquitous	 nature	 of	 such	 impacts	 throughout	 the	 region	 suggest	 that	 the	 significant	 adverse	
blasting	 effect	 what	 not	 cause	 a	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effect	 on	 a	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low	
income	population.		Also,	landfill	traffic	would	add	small	cumulative	noise	contributions	at	residential	units	
that	are	currently	exposed	to	sound	levels	that	exceed	the	roadway	threshold	criterion.	 	The	tracts	located	
along	 the	 access	 roads,	 and	 the	 tracts	which	 hold	 the	 largest	 population	 subject	 to	 such	 impacts	 are	 not	
tribal,	 minority	 or	 low	 income	 in	 nature.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 effects	 on	 such	 populations	 would	 not	 be	
disproportionate.			

Mitigation Measures 

None	of	these	topics	with	significant	adverse	effects	on	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	alternative	would	result	in	
disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effects	 on	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations.	 	 No	 further	
mitigation	is	proposed.			

Impact	Statement	Gopher	EJ‐3:		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	have	significant	adverse	
effects	 on	 Air	 Quality	 and	 Greenhouse	 Gases	 (Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 	 AIR‐2	 and	 AIR‐3).	 	 The	
ethnicity	and	income	characteristics	of	the	populations	affected	cannot	be	stated	with	certainty.		The	
populations	may	be	disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	in	character.	

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases   

As	described	in	the	evaluation	of	air	quality	and	greenhouse	gases	in	Section	4.3	of	the	EIS	(Impact	Statement	
Gopler	 AIR‐2	 and	 AIR‐3),	 it	 was	 determined	 that	 the	 alternative’s	 VOC	 and	 NOx	 emissions,	 which	 are	
precursors	 to	 ozone,	 would	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	 Rule	 20	 offset	 requirement,	 and	 that	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
attainment	 for	 the	 federal	 ozone	 standard.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 concluded	 that	 the	 alternative	 would	 have	
significant	 adverse	 air	 quality	 effects	 regarding	 these	 pollutants	 individually	 and	 as	 a	 contributor	 to	
cumulative	conditions.		As	such,	this	is	a	regional	impact	that	affects	the	larger	general	population.		Further,	
affected	population	can	vary	from	day	to	day.		While	the	immediate	census	tract	in	which	the	site	is	located	is	
disproportionately	 minority	 and	 low	 income	 in	 nature,	 surrounding	 census	 tracts	 do	 not	 share	 these	
characteristics.	 	Notwithstanding,	 it	may	be	 noted	 that	 the	 larger	 region	 (community	 of	 comparison),	 San	
Diego	 County,	 with	 a	 52	 percent	minority	 population,	 contains	 a	 population	 that	 exceeds	 the	 50	 percent	
minority	 criteria,	 and	 the	 significant	 adverse	 effect	may	 be	 borne	 disproportionately	 by	minority	 or	 low‐
income	population.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	 above	 environmental	 topic	 was	 analyzed	 in	 Chapters	 4	 and	 6	 of	 the	 EIS.	 	 The	 analysis	 proposes	
mitigation	measures	 to	 reduce	air	quality	 impacts.	 	There	are	no	 further	mitigation	measures	available	 to	
reduce	 this	 significant	 adverse	 effect,	 should	 it	 fall	 disproportionately	 on	 minority	 or	 low‐income	
communities.			
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4.6.7  MERRIAM MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE 

4.6.7.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting 

As	 is	 the	 case	 with	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	 Alternative,	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 is	 a	 landfill	
facility	intended	to	accommodate	waste	disposal	capacity	for	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County.	 	As	
such,	the	alternative	would	contribute	to	a	County‐wide	infrastructure	system	and	the	County	provides	the	
general	context	for	the	alternative.	 	 In	2010,	San	Diego	County	had	a	52	percent	minority	population.	 	The	
2006	through	2010	average	level	of	poverty	was	12.3	percent.			

Local Setting 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	is	located	in	a	rolling	hill	area	lying	adjacent	to	I‐15;	and	is	accessed	from	
Lawrence	Welk	Drive	 linking	with	Champagne	Boulevard	 to	 the	Deer	 Springs	Road/I‐15	 intersection.	 	 Its	
general	area	and	census	tracts	in	the	vicinity	are	shown	in	Figure	4.6‐4,	Merriam	Mountain	Road	Alternative	–	
Census	Tracts	 in	the	Vicinity	of	the	Alternative	Site.	 	The	minority	and	low‐income	populations	within	those	
census	tracts	are	shown	in	Table	4.6‐4,	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	–	Population	Characteristics.			

Table 4.6‐4
 

Merriam Mountain Alternative – Population Characteristics 
	

Census Tract 
(As shown on Figure 4.6‐4)  Populationa 

Percent 
Minoritya  Percent Povertyb 

Census	Tract	In	Which	the	Site	is	Located	
192.08	 3,309	 29	 2.4	

Other	Nearby		Tracts	
191.05	 5,722	 25	 6.2	
201.03	 10,235	 39	 6.2	
203.04	 6,061	 28	 5.6	

   

a  Based  on  2010  Census  Counts  as  reported  in  the  U.S  Census  Bureau  data  system:  
http://factfinder2.census.gov   

b  Based on American Community Survey 2006 – 2010 average. 
 
Source: United State Census Bureau 

	

The	alternative	site	is	located	in	a	rural	area	east	of	the	I‐15	which	acts	as	a	barrier	between	the	alternative	
site	and	development	east	of	the	freeway.		A	substantial	amount	of	land	surrounding	the	site	is	vacant,	with	
the	 nearest	 land	 uses	 including	 a	 dwelling	 unit	 about	 500	 feet	 north	 of	 the	 alternative’s	 boundary,	
orchard/vineyard	uses	about	1,500	feet	west	of	the	site,	and	former	extractive	uses	to	the	west	of	the	site.			

As	 such,	 the	 environmental	 effects	 of	 the	 alternative	 predominantly	 fall	 within	 Census	 Tract	 192.08.	 	 As	
indicated	in	Table	4.6‐4,	the	minority	population	of	Census	Tract	192.08	is	approximately	29	percent,	which	
less	than	50	percent	and	also	less	than	52	percent,	 the	minority	population	of	the	County	as	a	whole.	 	The	
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percentage	 of	 low‐income	 population	 is	 2.4	 percent,	 which	 is	 substantially	 less	 than	 the	 County’s	 12.3	
percent	poverty	level	as	a	whole.			

Other	 census	 tracts	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	 that	 are	most	 subject	 to	potential	 impacts	 of	 the	
alternative	 include	 Census	 Tracts	 151.05,	 201.04	 and	 203.04.	 	 These	 census	 tracts	 are	 also	 identified	 in	
Figure	4.6‐4	and	their	population	characteristics	are	also	included	in	Table	4.6‐4.		As	indicated,	none	of	these	
additional	census	tracts	is	disproportionately	minority,	nor	low‐income	in	nature.		There	are	no	tribal	lands	
within	the	vicinity.	

4.6.7.2  Design Features  

A	number	of	design	features	that	reduce	impacts	on	the	physical	environment	and	human	health	would	be	
implemented	under	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative.		The	design	features	have	been	identified	in	each	of	
the	environmental	topics	in	Chapter	4	of	this	EIS.		The	design	features	include	mechanisms	to	reduce	impacts	
on	 local	 populations,	 and	 to	 the	 extent	 that	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations	 are	 affected	 by	
environmental	impacts,	they	provide	protection	for	such	populations.	

4.6.7.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 An	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effect	 on	 a	 tribal	 population,	
minority	 population	 or	 low‐income	 population	 if	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 is	 appreciably	more	 severe	 or	
greater	in	magnitude	than	the	adverse	effect	that	would	be	borne	by	the	non‐native,	non‐minority	and/or	non‐
low‐income	populations.	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	EJ‐1:		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	have	significant	adverse	
effects	 on	 the	 following	 topics:	 	Aesthetics	 (Impact	 Statements	Merriam	AES‐1,	AES‐4	 and	AES‐5),	
Biological	Resources	(Impact	Statements	Merriam	BIO‐6),	Land	Use	(Impact	Statements	Merriam	LU‐
1	and	LU‐2),	Noise	(Impact	Statements	Merriam	NOISE–2	and	Noise‐3)	and	Transportation	(Impact	
Statement	Merriam	TRAF‐2).	 	These	 significant	adverse	effects	would	not	have	disproportionately	
high	and	adverse	effects	on	tribal,	minority	and/or	low‐income	populations.	

Aesthetics 

As	 analyzed	 in	 Section	 4.1	 of	 the	 EIS,	 the	 overall	 size,	 elevation,	 and	 form	 of	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	
Alternative	 would	 contrast	 with	 the	 natural	 landform	 character	 of	 the	 surrounding	 area	 resulting	 in	 a	
significant	adverse	effect.	 	Also,	 the	alternative	would	block	and	alter	ridgelines	of	 the	natural	setting,	and	
result	 in	 non‐conformance	 with	 policies	 regarding	 designation	 of	 a	 Resource	 Conservation	 Area;	 causing	
further	significant	adverse	effects.		The	alternative	proposes	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	the	extent	of	the	
impacts,	such	as	the	provision	of	additional	screening	vegetation,	and	contouring	and	seeding	of	landforms	
so	 that	 they	 can	 better	 blend	with	 the	natural	 character	 of	 the	 area.	 	No	 further	mitigation	measures	 are	
available.		

The	visual	impact	of	the	landfill	would	be	most	experienced	by	travelers	along	I‐15	and	residents	located	in	
Census	 Tract	 191.05,	 east	 of	 the	 freeway.	 	 The	 I‐15	 travelers	 represent	 a	 regional	 population	 without	
distinction	 to	population	characteristics.	 	Census	Tract	191.05	 is	not	disproportionately	minority	nor	 low‐
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income	 in	nature,	or	does	 it	 include	tribal	population.	 	Therefore,	 there	would	not	be	a	disproportionately	
high	and	adverse	effect	on	such	populations.	

Biological Resources 

The	 analysis	 of	 biological	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.4	 of	 the	 EIS	 identifies	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 due	
conflict	 with	 long‐term	 regional	 or	 sub‐regional	 conservation	 goals	 in	 NCCP	 and	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	
biological	 resource	 guidelines.	 	 This	 biological	 impact	 would	 not	 have	 effects	 on	 human	 population.		
Population	that	may	place	value	on	support	for	such	resources	would	be	distributed	throughout	the	region,	
and	not	tied	to	particular	demographic	characteristics.	 	Therefore,	this	significant	adverse	effect	would	not	
fall	disproportionately	on	a	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	population.	

Land Use 

The	analysis	of	land	use	in	Section	4.10	of	the	EIS	identifies	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	policies	and	
goals	 in	 the	General	Plan	and	North	County	Metropolitan	Subregional	Plan.	 	One	significant	adverse	effect	
pertains	 to	 policies	 and	 goals	 regarding	 the	 character	 of	 the	 area	 (Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 LU‐1).	 	 The	
alternative	 would	 conflict	 with	 policies	 and	 goals	 regarding	 land	 use	 designation,	 rural	 character,	 and	
protection	 of	 the	 I‐15	 corridor.	 	 This	 impact	 would	 affect	 the	 perceptions	 of	 local	 population	 about	 the	
character	of	their	neighborhood	and	its	general	environmental	quality.		The	significant	adverse	effect	would	
fall	on	population	which	is	located	within	Census	Tract	192.08,	which	is	not	tribal,	minority	nor	low‐income	
in	nature.	 	Further,	 the	nearby	census	 tracts	 lying	along	 the	 I‐15	corridor	also	are	not	 tribal,	minority	nor	
low‐income	 in	nature.	 	 To	 the	 extent	 the	 I‐15	 corridor	 is	 a	 regional	 resource,	 it	 has	meaning	 to	 a	 general	
population	 that	 does	 not	 represent	 particular	 demographic	 characteristics.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 significant	
adverse	effect	would	not	fall	disproportionately	on	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	populations.		

The	 second	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 pertains	 to	 County	 conservation	 policies	 regarding	 mineral	 and	
aesthetic/view	 conditions.	 	 The	 potential	 impacts	 regarding	 aesthetic	 resources	 are	 related	 to	 those	
discussed	 above.	 	 The	 potential	 impacts	 regarding	 mineral	 resources	 would	 not	 have	 effects	 on	 human	
populations.		The	census	tracts	that	would	be	most	affected	by	the	significant	adverse	effects	would	are	not	
disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	in	nature	and	do	not	contain	tribal	populations.		There	for	there	
would	not	be	disproportionately	high	and	adverse	effects	on	such	populations.			

Noise 

The	 evaluation	 of	 noise	 in	 Section	 4.11	 of	 the	 EIS	 identified	 a	 significant	 adverse	 noise	 effect	 due	 to	
intermittent	blasting.	 	The	significant	adverse	noise	effect	conclusion	is	based	on	a	projected	noise	level	of	
64.4	dBA	(Lmax),	which	exceeds	the	criteria	at	the	boundary	of	the	alternative	site.		This	maximum,	noise	level	
is	not	appreciably	greater	 than	occasional	noise	 levels	 that	occur	with	 construction	activities	ubiquitously	
throughout	the	region.		Further,	the	perceived	noise	level	would	be	less	than	at	the	boundary	of	the	landfill	
site	 at	 nearby	 sensitive	 receptors,	 which	 are	 located	 at	 various	 distances	 from	 the	 edge	 of	 the	 landfill	
boundary.		To	the	extent	exceeded	sound	levels	might	occur,	they	would	only	occur	at	a	few	individual	units,	
whose	 demographic	 characteristics	 are	 unknown.	 	 Also,	 landfill	 traffic	 would	 add	 small	 cumulative	 noise	
contributions	 at	 residential	 units	 that	 are	 currently	 exposed	 to	 sound	 levels	 that	 exceed	 the	 roadway	
threshold	criterion.		Census	Tract	192.08,	as	well	as	the	census	tracts	located	along	the	alternative’s	access	
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routes	with	most	of	the	affected	population,	are	not	minority	and	low‐income	in	nature,	nor	do	they	contain	
tribal	 population.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 significant	 adverse	 effects	would	 not	 cause	 disproportionately	 high	 and	
adverse	effects	on	a	tribal,	minority	or	low	income	population.		

Transportation 

As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.15	 of	 this	 EIS,	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	would	 add	 new	 traffic	 to	 the	
roadway	 network	 and	 would	 propose	 mitigation	 measures	 to	 reduce	 potential	 impacts.	 	 The	 mitigation	
measures,	if	implemented,	would	reduce	traffic	impacts	(for	the	landfill	individually	and	as	a	contributor	to	
cumulative	impacts)	at	intersection,	road	segment	and	freeway	locations	to	below	the	criteria.	 	This	would	
occur	 for	Existing	Conditions	Baseline,	Near‐Term	Conditions	 and	Buildout	Conditions	Baseline	 scenarios.		
However,	 as	 indicated	 in	 the	 traffic	 analysis	 (Impact	 Statement	Merriam	TRAF‐2),	mitigation	measures	 to	
reduce	 cumulative	 impacts	 under	 the	 Near‐Term	 Conditions	 Baseline	 include	 payment	 of	 TIF	 fees	 to	 the	
County	to	provide	roadway	improvements	that	would	accommodate	the	additional	cumulative	traffic.		While	
payment	 of	 the	 fees	would	 be	 required,	 that	 payment	would	 not	 necessarily	 result	 in	 construction	 of	 the	
proposed	 roadway	 improvements	 by	 the	 County	 prior	 to	 the	 cumulative	 adverse	 effects	 occurring.		
Therefore,	 the	 analysis	 of	 traffic	 impacts	 conservatively	 concluded	 that	 the	 alternative	 could	 cumulatively	
result	in	exceedance	of	the	criteria		at	some	locations.			

If	such	impacts	were	to	occur,	even	with	the	payment	of	the	TIF	fees,	 they	would	be	as	components	of	the	
overall	 increases	 in	 regional	 traffic	 and	would	 be	 addressed	 through	 County‐wide	 roadway	 improvement	
programs	supported	by	the	alternative’s	payment	of	the	TIF	fees.		In	part,	increased	traffic	congestion	effects	
the	general	population	without	regard	to	the	ethnicity	or	 income	of	travelers.	 	However,	added	congestion	
would	have	more	direct	 impact	on	residents	who	access	their	homes	via	the	roadway	facilities	serving	the	
alternative	site:		travelers	long	Lawrence	Welk	Drive	linking	with	Champagne	Boulevard	to	the	Deer	Springs	
Road/I‐15	 intersection.	 	Census	Tracts	192.08	and	191.05	are	 the	census	tracts	whose	residents	would	be	
most	affected	by	additional	traffic.		Residents	who	reside	in	Census	Tracts	203.04	and	201.03	who	have	local	
access	via	the	Deer	Springs	Road/I‐15	intersection	would	be	affected	to	a	lesser	extent.		None	of	these	census	
tracts	 is	 disproportionately	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 in	 nature.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 significant	 adverse	 effects	
associated	 with	 the	 alternative’s	 cumulative	 traffic	 would	 not	 have	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	
effects	on	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	populations.	

Mitigation Measures 

None	of	 these	topics	with	significant	adverse	effects	on	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	result	 in	
disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effects	 on	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations.	 	 No	 further	
mitigation	is	proposed.			

Impact	Statement	Merriam	EJ‐2:		The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	have	significant	adverse	
effects	 on	Air	Quality	 and	Greenhouse	Gases	 (Impact	 Statement	Merriam	 	AIR‐2	 and	AIR‐3).	 	The	
ethnicity	and	income	characteristics	of	the	populations	affected	cannot	be	stated	with	certainty.		The	
effected	population	may	be	disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	in	character.			
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases   

As	described	in	the	evaluation	of	air	quality	and	greenhouse	gases	in	Section	4.3	of	the	EIS	(Impact	Statement	
Merriam	 AIR‐2	 and	 AIR‐3),	 it	 was	 determined	 that	 the	 alternative’s	 VOC	 and	 NOx	 emissions,	 which	 are	
precursors	 to	 ozone,	 would	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	 Rule	 20	 offset	 requirement,	 and	 that	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
attainment	 for	 the	 federal	 ozone	 standard.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 concluded	 that	 the	 alternative	 would	 have	
significant	 adverse	 air	 quality	 impacts	 regarding	 these	 pollutants	 individually	 and	 as	 a	 contributor	 to	
cumulative	conditions.		As	such,	this	is	a	regional	impact	that	affects	the	larger	general	population.		Further,	
affected	population	can	vary	from	day	to	day.		The	local	vicinity	is	not	disproportionately	tribal,	minority	or	
low‐income	 in	 nature	 as	might	 affect	 local	 population.	 	 Notwithstanding,	 it	may	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 larger	
region	 (community	 of	 comparison),	 San	Diego	 County,	with	 a	 52	 percent	minority	 population,	 contains	 a	
population	 that	 exceeds	 the	50	percent	minority	 criteria,	 and	 the	 significant	 adverse	 effect	may	be	 borne	
disproportionately	by	minority	or	low‐income	population.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	 above	 environmental	 topic	 was	 analyzed	 in	 Chapters	 4	 and	 6	 of	 the	 EIS.	 	 The	 analysis	 proposes	
mitigation	measures	 to	 reduce	air	quality	 impacts.	 	There	are	no	 further	mitigation	measures	available	 to	
reduce	 this	 significant	 adverse	 effect,	 should	 it	 fall	 disproportionately	 on	 minority	 or	 low‐income	
communities.	

4.6.8  EAST OTAY MESA ALTERNATIVE 

4.6.8.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting 

As	was	the	case	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	is	a	landfill	facility	
intended	to	accommodate	waste	disposal	capacity	for	waste	generated	in	or	near	North	County.		As	such,	the	
alternative	would	 contribute	 to	 a	County‐wide	 infrastructure	 system	and	 the	County	provides	 the	general	
context	 for	 the	 alternative.	 	 In	 2010,	 San	Diego	 County	 had	 a	 52	 percent	minority	 population.	 	 The	 2006	
through	2010	average	level	of	poverty	was	12.3	percent.	

Local Setting 

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 is	 located	at	 the	southern	edge	of	San	Diego	County,	east	of	 the	San	Diego	
area.	 	 Site	 access	 is	 from	 Siempre	 Viva	 Road	 via	 I‐905	which	 links	 to	 a	 larger	 regional	 roadway	 freeway	
network.	 	 Its	 general	 area	 and	 census	 tracts	 in	 the	 vicinity	 are	 shown	 in	 Figure	 4.6‐5,	 East	 Otay	Mesa	
Alternative	–	Census	Tracts	 in	the	Vicinity	of	the	Alternative	Site.	 	The	minority	and	low‐income	populations	
within	those	census	tracts	are	shown	in	Table	4.6‐5,	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	–	Population	Characteristics.			

Land	to	the	north	and	east	is	undeveloped	mountainous	terrain.		The	nearest	existing	land	use	development	
in	the	vicinity	 is	 located	along	the	U.S.–Mexico	international	border,	approximately	0.25	miles	south	of	the	
alternative	site.		It	includes	border	facilities	and	a	mixed‐use	community	(intermixed	residential,	commercial	
and	 industrial	 uses)	 located	 in	Mexico.	 	 The	 land	 immediately	west	 of	 the	 alternative	 site	 lies	within	 the	
boundaries	of	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Business	Park	Specific	Plan.			
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The	U.S.‐Mexico	border	establishes	a	strong	boundary	between	the	alternative	and	population	to	the	south.		
The	population	south	of	 the	border	would	be	majority	Mexican	nationals.	 	There	are	no	tribal	 lands	 in	the	
vicinity	of	the	site.	

The	 alternative	 site	 and	 the	nearest	 development	 to	 the	west	of	 the	 alternative	 site	 are	 located	 in	Census	
Tract	100.15.		As	indicated	in	Table	4.6‐5,	the	minority	population	of	Census	Tract	100.5	is	approximately	95	
percent,	which	is	greater	than	50	percent	and	also	greater	than	52	percent,	 the	minority	population	of	the	
County	as	a	whole.	 	The	percentage	of	 low‐income	population	 is	22.9	percent,	which	 is	substantially	more	
than	the	County’s	12.3	percent	poverty	level	as	a	whole.			

There	are	other	more	peripheral	census	tracts	 that	are	more	remote	and	 that	 lie	adjacent	 to	Census	Tract	
100.15.		These	include	Census	Tracts	100.14,	the	nearest,	and	Census	Tracts	100.01,	100.03,	100.04,	100.05	
and	100.13.	 	These	census	tracts	are	also	identified	in	Figure	4.6‐5	and	their	population	characteristics	are	
also	included	in	Table	4.6‐5.		As	indicated,	these	census	tracts	are	all	disproportionately	minority.		Two	of	the	
tracts,	Census	Tracts	100.05	and	100.13,	are	also	disproportionately	low‐income	in	nature.			

4.6.8.2  Design Features  

A	number	of	design	features	that	reduce	impacts	on	the	physical	environment	and	human	health	would	be	
implemented	under	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative.		The	design	features	have	been	identified	in	each	of	the	
environmental	topics	in	Chapter	4	of	this	EIS.		The	design	features	include	mechanisms	to	reduce	impacts	on	
local	 populations,	 and	 to	 the	 extent	 that	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations	 are	 affected	 by	
environmental	impacts,	they	provide	protection	for	such	populations.			

Table 4.6‐5
 

East Otay Mesa Alternative – Population Characteristics 
	

Census Tract 
(As shown on Figure 4.6‐5)  Populationa 

Percent 
Minoritya  Percent Povertyb 

Census	Tract	In	Which	the	Site	is	Located	
100.15	 2803	 95	 22.9	

Adjacent	Tract	
100.14	 17679	 84	 4.0	

Peripheral	Tracts		
100.01	 4097	 88	 4.6	
100.03	 5906	 88	 9.9	
100.04	 4679	 92	 4.3	
100.05	 7366	 97	 28	
100.13	 5484	 98	 39.8	

   

a  Based  on  2010  Census  Counts  as  reported  in  the  U.S  Census  Bureau  data  system:  
http://factfinder2.census.gov   

b  Based on American Community Survey 2006 – 2010 average. 
 
Source: United State Census Bureau 
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4.6.8.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 An	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effect	 on	 a	 tribal	 population,	
minority	 population	 or	 low‐income	 population	 if	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 is	 appreciably	more	 severe	 or	
greater	in	magnitude	than	the	adverse	effect	that	would	be	borne	by	the	non‐native,	non‐minority	and/or	non‐
low‐income	populations.	

Impact	 Statement	East	Otay	EJ‐1:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	have	 significant	 adverse	
effects	 on	 the	 following	 topics:	 	 Noise	 (Impact	 Statement	 East	Otay	 Noise‐3),	 and	 Transportation	
(Impact	Statements	East	Otay	TRANS‐2	and	TRANS‐3).		These	significant	adverse	effects	would	have	a	
disproportionately	high	and	adverse	effects	on	minority	and/or	low‐income	populations.	

Transportation 

As	discussed	in	Section	4.15	of	this	EIS,	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	add	new	traffic	to	the	roadway	
network	and	would	propose	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	potential	 impacts.	 	The	mitigation	measures,	 if	
implemented,	would	reduce	traffic	 impacts	(for	the	landfill	 individually	and	as	a	contributor	to	cumulative	
impacts)	 at	 intersection,	 road	 segment	 and	 freeway	 locations	 to	 below	 the	 criteria.	 	 This	would	 occur	 for	
Existing	Conditions	Baseline,	Near‐Term	Conditions	and	Buildout	Conditions	Baseline	scenarios.	 	However,	
as	 indicated	 in	 the	 traffic	analysis	 (Impact	Statement	East	Otay	TRAF‐2	and	East	Otay	TRAF‐3),	mitigation	
measures	to	reduce	cumulative	impacts	under	the	Near‐Term	Conditions	and	Buildout	Conditions	Baselines	
include	 coordination	with	 and	payment	 of	 fees	 to	 Caltrans	 to	 provide	 roadway	 improvements	 that	would	
accommodate	the	additional	cumulative	traffic.		While	payment	of	the	fees	would	be	required,	that	payment	
would	not	necessarily	result	in	construction	of	the	proposed	roadway	improvements	by	Caltrans	prior	to	the	
cumulative	 adverse	 effects	 occurring.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 analysis	 of	 traffic	 impacts	 conservatively	 concluded	
that	the	alternative	could	cumulatively	result	in	exceedance	of	the	criteria		at	some	locations.			

If	such	impacts	were	to	occur,	even	with	the	payment	of	the	fees,	they	would	be	as	components	of	the	overall	
increases	in	regional	traffic	and	would	be	addressed	through	improvements	 in	Caltrans	infrastructure	that	
would	 be	 funded	 in	 part	 by	 contributions	 associated	 with	 this	 alternative.	 	 In	 part,	 increased	 traffic	
congestion	effects	the	general	population	without	regard	to	the	ethnicity	or	income	of	travelers.	 	However,	
added	 congestion	would	 have	more	 direct	 impact	 on	 residents	 who	 access	 their	 homes	 via	 the	 roadway	
facilities	serving	the	alternative	site:		Siempre	Viva	Road	via	I‐905	which	links	to	a	larger	regional	roadway	
freeway	network.		The	road	leading	to	the	landfill	essentially	links	the	regional	transportation	system	via	a	
short	local	road	that	passes	through	an	industrial	area.			

Census	Tract	100.15	 is	both	disproportionately	minority	and	 low‐income	 in	nature.	 	 In	addition,	 the	other	
census	tract	located	adjacent	to	I‐905	and	the	census	tracts	gaining	access	via	the	I‐905/I‐805	interchange	
are	 disproportionately	minority.	 	 Further,	 the	 population	 in	 some	 of	 the	 tracts	 is	 disproportionately	 low‐
income.	 	Therefore,	 the	significant	adverse	cumulative	 traffic	effect	 identified	would	be	disproportionately	
high	and	adverse	for	minority	population.		The	extent	of	disproportionate	effects	for	low‐income	populations	
is	not	certain.		However,	given	the	location	of	the	low‐income	census	adjacent	to	key	transportation	facilities,	
the	low‐income	populations	could	be	considered	to	have	disproportionately	high	and	adverse	effects.	
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Noise 

As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.11,	Noise	 and	Vibration,	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	would	 occur	 due	 to	 landfill	
traffic	adding	small	cumulative	noise	contributions	at	residential	units	that	are	currently	exposed	to	sound	
levels	 that	 exceed	 the	 roadway	 threshold	 criterion.	 	 These	 later	 effects	 would	 occur	 at	 the	 same	 remote	
locations	that	are	subject	to	significant	cumulative	traffic	effects	and	which,	as	noted	above,	are	located	in	or	
adjacent	 to	 census	 tracts	 that	 are	minority	 and/or	 low	 income	 in	nature.	 	Therefore,	 the	 effects	would	be	
disproportionately	high	and	adverse	effects.		

Mitigation Measures 

The	 significant	 adverse	 transportation	 effect	 resulting	 from	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	may	 result	 in	
disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 cumulative	 traffic	 effects	 on	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations.		
Mitigation	measures	are	proposed	in	Section	4.15	of	the	EIS	that	would	avoid	such	effects.	 	However,	their	
implementation	in	a	timely	fashion	cannot	be	guaranteed.		No	further	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

Impact	 Statement	East	Otay	EJ‐2:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	have	 significant	 adverse	
effects	on	the	following	topics:		Agricultural	Resources	(Impact	Statement	East	Otay	AG‐1),	Biological	
Resources	 (Impact	Statements	East	Otay	BIO‐2	and	BIO‐7),	Land	Use	 (Impact	Statements	East	Otay	
LU‐1	and	LU‐2),	Noise	(Impact	Statement	East	Otay	NOISE–2).		These	significant	adverse	effects	would	
not	 have	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effects	 on	 tribal,	 minority	 and/or	 low‐income	
populations.	

Agricultural Resources 

The	analysis	of	agricultural	resources	 in	Section	4.2	of	 this	EIS	 indicates	 that	 the	alternative	would	have	a	
significant	adverse	effect	on	agricultural	resources.		It	would	convert	Farmland	of	Local	Importance	to	a	non‐
agricultural	use.		This	significant	adverse	effect	regards	the	use	of	regional	resources	within	the	County.		The	
impacts	have	no	direct	effects	on	human	population.	 	Therefore,	 there	would	be	no	effects	 that	would	 fall	
disproportionately	on	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	populations.	

Biological Resources 

The	 analysis	 of	 biological	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.4	 of	 the	 EIS	 identifies	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 due	 to	
impacts	on	vernal	pools	and	conservation	policies	for	the	protection	of	such	resources.		These	impacts	would	
not	affect	human	population.		Population	that	may	place	value	on	support	for	wildlife	would	be	distributed	
throughout	 the	 region,	 and	 not	 tied	 to	 particular	 demographic	 characteristics.	 	 Therefore,	 this	 significant	
adverse	effect	would	not	fall	disproportionately	on	a	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	population.	

Land Use 

The	analysis	of	land	use	in	Section	4.10	of	the	EIS	identifies	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	policies	and	
goals	 in	 the	 General	 Plan	 and	 Otay	 Subregional	 Plan.	 	 These	 policies	 and	 goals	 are	 intended	 to	 provide	
protection	 for	agricultural	and	biological	 resources.	 	The	potential	effects	on	such	resources	are	discussed	
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above.	 	 As	 indicated,	 impacts	 on	 these	 resources	 would	 not	 affect	 human	 population.	 	 Therefore,	 this	
significant	adverse	effect	would	not	fall	disproportionately	on	a	tribal,	minority	or	low‐income	population.		

Noise 

The	 evaluation	 of	 noise	 in	 Section	 4.11	 of	 the	 EIS	 identified	 a	 significant	 adverse	 noise	 effect	 due	 to	
intermittent	blasting.	 	The	 significant	 adverse	noise	 effect	 is	 based	on	a	projected	noise	 level	 of	 64.8	dBA	
(Lmax),	which	exceeds	the	criteria	at	the	boundary	of	the	alternative	site.	 	This	maximum,	noise	 level	 is	not	
appreciably	 greater	 than	 occasional	 noise	 levels	 that	 occur	 with	 construction	 activities	 ubiquitously	
throughout	 the	region.	 	Further,	 there	 is	currently	no	population	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 the	alternative	site	 that	
would	be	subject	to	noise	impacts.		In	the	future,	new	housing	may	be	provided	in	the	Specific	Plan	area	to	
the	west	of	the	alternative	site,	however	the	Specific	Plan	includes	a	1,000‐foot	buffer	around	the	site,	which	
would	provide	attenuation	of	noise	impacts	from	the	64.8	dBA	level:	is	expected	that	the	population	in	new	
units	would	not	be	 low‐income	 in	nature.	 	Although	the	ethnicity	of	 the	 future	population	 is	unknown,	 for	
these	reasons	 it	 is	concluded	 that	 the	significant	adverse	effect	would	not	cause	a	disproportionately	high	
and	adverse	effect	on	a	tribal,	minority	or	low	income	population.	

Mitigation Measures 

None	 of	 these	 topics	 with	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 on	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	
disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effects	 on	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations.	 	 No	 further	
mitigation	is	proposed.			

Impact	 Statement	East	Otay	EJ‐3:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	have	 significant	 adverse	
effects	 on	Air	Quality	 and	Greenhouse	Gases	 (Impact	 Statement	East	Otay	AIR‐2	 and	AIR‐3).	 	The	
ethnicity	and	income	characteristics	of	the	populations	affected	cannot	be	stated	with	certainty.		The	
effected	population	may	be	disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	in	character.			

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases   

As	described	in	the	evaluation	of	air	quality	and	greenhouse	gases	in	Section	4.3	of	the	EIS	(Impact	Statement	
East	 Otay	 AIR‐2	 and	 AIR‐3),	 it	 was	 determined	 that	 the	 alternative’s	 VOC	 and	 NOx	 emissions,	 which	 are	
precursors	 to	 ozone,	 would	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	 Rule	 20	 offset	 requirement,	 and	 that	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
attainment	 for	 the	 federal	 ozone	 standard.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 concluded	 that	 the	 alternative	 would	 have	
significant	 adverse	 air	 quality	 effects	 regarding	 these	 pollutants	 individually	 and	 as	 a	 contributor	 to	
cumulative	conditions.		As	such,	this	is	a	regional	impact	that	affects	the	larger	general	population.		Further,	
affected	 population	 can	 vary	 from	 day	 to	 day.	 	 Notwithstanding,	 it	 may	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 larger	 region	
(community	of	comparison),	San	Diego	County,	with	a	52	percent	minority	population,	contains	a	population	
that	 exceeds	 the	 50	 percent	 minority	 criteria,	 and	 the	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 may	 be	 borne	
disproportionately	by	minority	or	low‐income	population.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	 above	 environmental	 topic	 was	 analyzed	 in	 Chapters	 4	 and	 6	 of	 the	 EIS.	 	 The	 analysis	 proposes	
mitigation	measures	 to	 reduce	air	quality	 impacts.	 	There	are	no	 further	mitigation	measures	available	 to	
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reduce	 this	 significant	 adverse	 effect,	 should	 it	 fall	 disproportionately	 on	 minority	 or	 low‐income	
communities.		

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	EJ‐4:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	
effect	on	Aesthetics	(Impact	Statement	East	Otay	AES‐5).		The	significant	adverse	effect	would	fall	on	
the	population	south	of	the	U.S.‐Mexico	international	border,	where	the	methodology	for	evaluating	
environmental	 justice	effects	 is	not	directly	applicable	 to	 that	population.	 	However,	 the	aesthetic	
impacts	would	 be	 reduced	 through	 design	 features	 that	would	 provide	 the	 same	 environmental	
protection	for	the	population	south	of	the	border	as	north	of	the	border.	

Aesthetics 

As	 noted	 in	 Section	 4.1	 of	 the	 EIS,	 the	 alternative	 would	 not	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 goals	 of	 the	 Otay	
Subregional	Plan	that	pertain	to	visual	quality	impacts	that	may	be	considered	a	nuisance	factor	with	respect	
to	a	nearby	 residential	 community	 in	Mexico.	 	The	methodology	established	 for	 the	environmental	 justice	
evaluation	 is	 an	 analysis	 based	 on	 comparative	 populations	 reflecting	 U.S.	 norms.	 	 Therefore,	 the	
methodology	does	not	account	 for	a	population	which	 is	majority	south	of	 the	border,	or	having	a	relative	
income	distribution	not	based	on	Census	data.		Notwithstanding,	consistent	with	NEPA	policy,	the	alternative	
includes	design	 features	equivalent	 to	design	 features	and/or	mitigation	measures	proposed	 for	 the	other	
alternatives	 that	 would	 reduce	 significant	 adverse	 aesthetic	 effects;	 and	 would	 thus	 provide	 equivalent	
impact	 reduction	 for	 population	 located	 south	 of	 the	 border	 as	 is	 provided	 for	 populations	 north	 of	 the	
border.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	analysis	of	aesthetics	in	Section	4.1	identifies	design	features	that	address	the	significant	adverse	effect	
in	a	manner	similar	to	design	features	and/or	mitigation	measures	equivalent	to	those	provided	for	the	other	
alternatives,	which	are	not	located	along	the	border.		There	are	no	further	mitigation	measures	available	to	
reduce	this	significant	adverse	effect.			

4.6.9  SYCAMORE CANYON EXPANSION ALTERNATIVE 

4.6.9.1  Affected Environment  

Regional Setting 

As	was	the	case	with	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	is	a	
landfill	 facility	 intended	 to	 accommodate	 waste	 disposal	 capacity	 for	 waste	 generated	 in	 or	 near	 North	
County.	 	As	such,	 the	alternative	would	contribute	 to	a	County‐wide	 infrastructure	system	and	 the	County	
provides	 the	 general	 context	 for	 the	 alternative.	 	 In	 2010,	 San	 Diego	 County	 had	 a	 52	 percent	 minority	
population.		The	2006	through	2010	average	level	of	poverty	was	12.3	percent.	

Local Setting 

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 is	 located	 in	 a	 valley	 of	 a	 rolling	 hill	 area	 lying	 adjacent	 to	
urbanized	 development	 in	 East	 San	 Diego	 and	 Santee.	 	 It	 is	 accessed	 from	 a	 landfill	 driveway	 on	 Mast	
Boulevard	linking	to	the	regional	transportation	system	at	SR	52.	 	Its	general	area	and	census	tracts	in	the	
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vicinity	are	shown	in	Figure	4.6‐6,	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	–	Census	Tracts	in	the	Vicinity	of	
the	 Alternative	 Site.	 	 The	 minority	 and	 low‐income	 populations	 within	 those	 census	 tracts	 are	 shown	 in	
Table	4.6‐6,	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	–	Population	Characteristics.			

Table 4.6‐6
 

Sycamore Canyon Expansion Alternative – Population Characteristics 
	

Census Tract 
(As shown on Figure 4.6‐6)  Populationa 

Percent 
Minoritya  Percent Povertyb 

Census	Tract	In	Which	the	Site	is	Located	
95.04	 5914	 36	 6.7	

Near‐by	Tracts	
166.12	 6143	 23	 4.0	
166.13	 1860	 23	 4.0	
166.06	 3388	 27	 7.7	
95.05	 3659	 37	 4.4	
95.02	 3659	 37	 6.6	
	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	

   

a  Based  on  2010  Census  Counts  as  reported  in  the  U.S  Census  Bureau  data  system:  
http://factfinder2.census.gov   

b  Based on American Community Survey 2006 – 2010 average. 
 
Source: United State Census Bureau 

	

Census	Tract	95.04,	in	which	the	alternative	site	is	located,	is	an	extremely	large	census	tract	extending	with	
a	border	on	the	north	that	is	almost	five	miles	away	from	the	alternative	site.		Further,	a	large	portion	of	the	
tract	consists	of	rolling	hills	 that	separates	the	 landfill	 from	population.	 	The	population	within	the	census	
tract	 is	 isolated	 from	the	 landfill	by	distance	and	 terrain,	 and	 thereby	not	 subject	 to	 landfill	 impacts.	 	The	
most	 directly	 affected	 population	 resides	 in	 census	 tracts	 south	 and	 east	 of	 the	 landfill:	 	 Census	 Tracts	
166.12,	166.13,	166.06,	and	95.02.		None	of	these	census	tracts	is	disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	
in	nature.		There	are	no	tribal	lands	in	the	vicinity	of	the	alternative	site.	

4.6.9.2  Design Features  

A	number	of	design	features	that	reduce	impacts	on	the	physical	environment	and	human	health	would	be	
implemented	under	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative.	 	The	design	features	have	been	identified	
in	 each	 of	 the	 environmental	 topics	 in	 Chapter	 4	 of	 this	 EIS.	 	 The	 design	 features	 include	mechanisms	 to	
reduce	 impacts	on	 local	populations,	and	to	 the	extent	 that	 tribal,	minority	or	 low‐income	populations	are	
affected	by	environmental	impacts,	they	provide	protection	for	such	populations.	
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4.6.9.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 An	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effect	 on	 a	 tribal	 population,	
minority	 population	 or	 low‐income	 population	 if	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 is	 appreciably	more	 severe	 or	
greater	in	magnitude	than	the	adverse	effect	that	would	be	borne	by	the	non‐native,	non‐minority	and/or	non‐
low‐income	populations.	

Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 EJ‐1:	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 have	
significant	adverse	effects	on	 the	 following	 topics:	 	Aesthetics	 (Impact	Statements	Sycamore‐AES‐2	
and	AES	5),	Biological	Resources	(Impact	Statements	Sycamore	BIO‐3),	Land	Use	(Impact	Statement	
Sycamore	LU‐1),	Noise	(Impact	Statement	Sycamore	Noise‐2)	and	Transportation	(Impact	Statement	
Sycamore	TRAF‐2	and	TRAF‐3).		These	significant	adverse	effects	would	not	have	disproportionately	
high	and	adverse	effects	on	tribal,	minority	and/or	low‐income	populations.	

Aesthetics 

As	 analyzed	 in	 Section	 4.1	 of	 the	 EIS,	 Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 AES‐2,	 the	 alternative	 would	 visually	
contrast	with	the	existing	visual	elements	of	the	area	and	create	a	new	ridgeline,	which	would	become	a	focal	
point	of	the	background	rather	than	the	existing	hillsides.	 	Further	the	alternative	would	not	be	consistent	
with	the	General	Plan	and	East	Elliot	Community	Plan	policies	and	goals	for	the	protection	and	preservation	
of	open	space,	thus	affecting	visual	resources.			

The	 alternative	 includes	 design	 measures	 to	 reduce	 the	 extent	 of	 the	 impacts,	 such	 as	 the	 provision	 of	
additional	 screening	 vegetation,	 and	 contouring	 and	 of	 landforms	 so	 that	 they	 can	 better	 blend	with	 the	
natural	character	of	the	area.		No	further	mitigation	measures	are	available.			

The	visual	 impact	of	the	landfill	would	be	mostly	experienced	by	travelers	along	SR	52	and	from	locations	
south	of	the	alternative	site.		Travelers	along	SR	52	represent	a	regional	population	of	varying	demographic	
character.		The	census	tracts	south	of	the	alternative	site	are	not	disproportionately	minority	or	low‐income	
in	nature,	nor	are	there	adjacent	tribal	lands.	 	Therefore,	there	would	not	be	a	disproportionately	high	and	
adverse	effect	on	such	populations.	

Biological Resources 

The	 cumulative	 analysis	 of	 biological	 resources	 in	 Section	 6.8	 of	 the	 EIS	 identifies	 significant	 adverse	
cumulative	effects	regarding	impacts	on	valley	needlegrass	grassland	associated	with	the	landfill	expansion.		
The	 proposed	mitigation	would	 not	 result	 in	 in‐kind	 restoration	 of	 such	 lands.	 	 These	 biological	 impacts	
would	not	have	effects	on	human	population.		Population	that	may	place	value	on	support	for	such	resources	
would	 be	 distributed	 throughout	 the	 region,	 and	 not	 tied	 to	 particular	 demographic	 characteristics.		
Therefore,	 this	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 would	 not	 fall	 disproportionately	 on	 a	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐
income	population.	
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Noise 

The	evaluation	of	noise	in	Section	4.11	of	the	EIS	identified	a	significant	adverse	noise	effect	due	to	landfill	
operations,	C&D	processing,	and	greens	processing	near	the	landfill	property	line	as	sound	levels	associated	
with	 these	 activities	would	 exceed	 the	 threshold	 criterion.	 	Mitigation	measures	would	 reduce	 the	 sound	
level	 to	 below	 the	 criterion	 at	 all	 but	 one	 location,	 lying	within	 200	 feet	 of	 the	 property	 line.	 	 Residents	
located	within	the	nearby	census	tracts	are	not	disproportionately	minority	nor	 low‐income	in	nature	and	
there	are	no	tribal	lands	in	the	area.		Therefore,	effects	on	such	populations	would	not	be	disproportionately	
high	and	adverse.	

Land Use 

The	analysis	of	land	use	in	Section	4.10	of	the	EIS	identifies	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	policies	and	
goals	in	the	General	Plan	and	East	Elliott	Community	Plan	intended	to	protect	and	preserve	open	space.		The	
preservation	of	open	space	has	value	to	the	region	generally,	but	more	so	for	local	populations.		As	indicated,	
the	census	tracts	 in	the	local	area	are	not	disproportionately	minority	nor	 low‐income	in	nature	and	there	
are	no	tribal	lands	in	the	area.		Therefore,	this	significant	adverse	effect	would	not	fall	disproportionately	on	
such	populations.	

Transportation 

As	discussed	in	Section	4.15	of	this	EIS,	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	add	new	traffic	to	
the	roadway	network	and	would	propose	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	potential	impacts.	 	The	mitigation	
measures,	if	implemented,	would	reduce	traffic	impacts	(for	the	landfill	individually	and	as	a	contributor	to	
cumulative	impacts)	at	intersection,	and	road	segments	below	the	criteria		for	Existing	Conditions	Baseline,	
Near‐Term	 Conditions	 and	 Buildout	 Conditions	 Baseline	 scenarios.	 	 However,	 as	 indicated	 in	 the	 traffic	
analysis	 (Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 TRAF‐2	 and	 Sycamore	 TRAF‐3),	 proposed	 mitigation	 measures,	
inclusive	 of	 the	 implementation	 of	 TDM	 program	 could	 avoid	 significant	 adverse	 cumulative	 effects.		
However,	since	the	implementation	of	such	a	program	cannot	be	guaranteed,	the	analysis	of	traffic	impacts	
conservatively	concluded	that	the	alternative	could	cumulatively	result	in	exceedance	of	the	criteria	at	some	
freeway	locations.			

If	 such	 impacts	 were	 to	 occur,	 they	 would	 be	 addressed	 through	 Caltrans	 programs,	 with	 contributions	
associated	with	the	alternative.		As	landfill	traffic	becomes	more	distant	from	the	alternative	site,	it	merges	
into	the	regional	freeway	system	affecting	the	general	population	without	regard	to	the	ethnicity	or	income	
of	travelers.		However,	added	congestion	would	have	more	direct	impact	on	residents	who	reside	in	the	area,	
particularly	those	residing	in	Santee	and	population	located	along	Mast	Boulevard	and	SR	52.		As	indicated	in	
Table	 4.6‐6	 all	 of	 the	 most	 impacted	 tracts	 located	 along	 these	 routes	 are	 neither	 disproportionately	
minority	 nor	 low‐income	 in	 nature.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 significant	 adverse	 cumulative	 effect	 would	 not	 be	
disproportionately	high	and	adverse	for	such	populations.		
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Mitigation Measures 

None	of	these	topics	with	significant	adverse	effects	on	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	
result	 in	 disproportionately	 high	 and	 adverse	 effects	 on	 tribal,	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 populations.	 	 No	
further	mitigation	is	proposed.			

Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 EJ‐2:	 	 The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 	 Alternative	 would	 have	
significant	adverse	effects	on	Air	Quality	and	Greenhouse	Gases	(Impact	Statement	Merriam	 	AIR‐2	
and	AIR‐3).	 	The	ethnicity	and	 income	 characteristics	of	 the	populations	affected	 cannot	be	 stated	
with	 certainty.	 	 The	 effected	 population	 may	 be	 disproportionately	 minority	 or	 low‐income	 in	
character.			

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases   

As	described	in	the	evaluation	of	air	quality	and	greenhouse	gases	in	Section	4.3	of	the	EIS	(Impact	Statement	
Sycamore	 AIR‐2	 and	 AIR‐3),	 it	 was	 determined	 that	 the	 alternative’s	 VOC	 and	 NOx	 emissions,	 which	 are	
precursors	 to	 ozone,	 would	 exceed	 the	 SDAPCD	 Rule	 20	 offset	 requirement,	 and	 that	 the	 SDAB	 is	 non‐
attainment	 for	 the	 federal	 ozone	 standard.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 concluded	 that	 the	 alternative	 would	 have	
significant	 adverse	 air	 quality	 effects	 regarding	 these	 pollutants	 individually	 and	 as	 a	 contributor	 to	
cumulative	conditions.		Further	the	analysis	concluded	that	the	alternative	would	have	localized	impacts	due	
to	 the	 generation	 of	 NO2	 emissions.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 the	 localized	 impact,	 the	 census	 tract	 in	 which	 the	
alternative	is	located,	as	well	as	nearby	census	tracts,	are	not	minority	or	low‐income	in	nature.		The	regional	
impact	 would	 affect	 the	 larger	 general	 population.	 	 Affected	 population	 can	 vary	 from	 day	 to	 day.		
Notwithstanding,	it	may	be	noted	that	the	larger	region	(community	of	comparison),	San	Diego	County,	with	
a	52	percent	minority	population,	contains	a	population	that	exceeds	the	50	percent	minority	criteria,	and	
the	significant	adverse	effect	may	be	borne	disproportionately	by	minority	or	low‐income	population.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	 above	 environmental	 topic	 was	 analyzed	 in	 Chapters	 4	 and	 6	 of	 the	 EIS.	 	 The	 analysis	 proposed	
mitigation	measures	 to	 reduce	air	quality	 impacts.	 	There	are	no	 further	mitigation	measures	available	 to	
reduce	 this	 significant	 adverse	 effect,	 should	 it	 fall	 disproportionately	 on	 minority	 or	 low‐income	
communities.	
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4.7  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

INTRODUCTION 

The	analysis	of	geology	and	soils	examines	the	geologic	conditions	underlying	each	of	the	alternative	sites	to	
evaluate	the	geological	conditions	relative	to	the	siting	and	operation	of	a	landfill.		This	section	addresses	the	
safety	and	protection	of	people	and	landfill	 facilities	and	the	use	and	protection	of	mineral	resources.	 	The	
safety/protection	 issue	 addresses	 effects	 on	public	 safety	 and	 the	 environment	 that	 could	occur	 if	 landfill	
components	 fail.	 It	addresses	 the	potential	design	of	 landfill	 facilities	and	existing	on‐site	 infrastructure	 in	
regard	to	potential	effects	of	ground	rupture,	site	stability	(cut	slopes,	stockpiles,	fill	prism,	landfill	base,	final	
cover	 and	 existing	 on‐site	 utilities),	 rockfall,	 debris	 flow,	 and	 settlement	 of	 the	 final	 closure	 cap	 and	 new	
structures.	 	 The	 evaluation	 of	mineral	 resources	 addresses	 the	 potential	 for	 the	 alternatives	 to	 affect	 the	
availability	of	highly	valued	mineral	resources.			

The	 analysis	 of	Geology	 and	 Soils	 for	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 is	 based	primarily	 on	 the	 Joint	
Technical	 Document	 (JTD)	 that	 was	 prepared	 for	 proposed	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill.	 	 A	 peer	 review	 of	
technical	reports	contained	in	the	JTD	was	performed	by	Geosyntec	and	a	copy	of	the	technical	memorandum	
is	contained	in	Appendix	I	of	this	EIS.		Other	sources	of	information	for	the	alternative	sites	includes	a	1990	
EIR/EIS	 for	 a	 landfill	 at	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 site,	 a	 2009	 EIR	 for	 a	 mixed	 use,	 specific	 plan	 at	 the	 Merriam	
Mountains	South	site,	an	August	2012	Revised	Final	EIR	for	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan,	
and	a	September	2011	CEQA	Initial	Study	‐	Environmental	Checklist	Form	for	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Recycling	
Collection	Center	and	Landfill.	

4.7.1  REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

4.7.1.1  Federal 

The	 Code	 of	 Federal	 Regulations	 (CFR)	 258,	 also	 referred	 to	 as	 Subtitle	 D,	 regulates	 the	management	 of	
nonhazardous	solid	waste	disposal.	 	 It	establishes	minimum	federal	 technical	standards	and	guidelines	 for	
state	 solid	 waste	 plans	 to	 promote	 environmentally	 sound	 management	 of	 solid	 waste.	 	 CFR	 Part	 258,	
Location	Restrictions,	provides	criteria	for	the	location	of	municipal	solid	waste	facilities,	with	procedures	to	
address	 impacts	 related	 to	 fault	 areas,	 seismic	 impact	 zones,	 and	 unstable	 areas.	 	 It	 describes	 analysis	
methodologies	to	evaluate	the	ability	of	a	site	subgrade	to	resist	liquefaction	and	of	the	waste	mass/subgrade	
to	resist	slope	failure	where	subjected	to	the	maximum	horizontal	acceleration	from	a	seismic	event.		These	
federal	regulations	are	implemented	through	regulatory	provisions	at	the	state	level.		

4.7.1.2  State 

Landfill Regulations 

At	 the	 state	 level,	 regulations	 regarding	 geological	 impacts	 associated	with	 landfill	 activities	 are	 provided	
through	provisions	of	CalRecycle	(formerly	 the	California	 Integrated	Waste	Management	Board	(CIWMB))1	
																																																													
1		 The	duties	and	responsibilities	of	CIWMB	were	transferred	to	CalRecycle	as	of	January	1,	2010.	
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and	the	State	Water	Resources	Control	Board	(SWRCB)	(through	the	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Boards	
(RWQCB)),	 which	 exercise	 rulemaking	 and	 regulatory	 activities	 for	 solid	 waste	 disposal.	 	 The	 landfill	
regulations	 from	 CalRecycle	 and	 the	 SWRCB	 are	 found	 in	 the	 California	 Code	 of	 Regulations,	 Title	 27	 –	
Division	 2,	 Solid	 Waste	 (CCR	 Title	 27).	 	 These	 regulations	 address	 all	 phases	 of	 landfill	 operations	 with	
requirements	to	assure	public	safety	and	maintain	the	integrity	of	roads,	structures,	utilities,	gas	monitoring	
and	 control	 systems	 and	 leachate	 collection	 and	 control	 systems.	 	 They	 require	 analyses	 to	 consider	
climatological	factors,	physical	setting,	soils,	drainage,	and	other	pertinent	information,	with	evaluation	by	a	
registered	civil	engineer	or	registered	geologist.	

CCR	 Title	 27	 establishes	 procedures	 to	 be	 followed	 in	 the	 design,	 construction	 and	monitoring	 of	 landfill	
activities;	and	methodologies	and	standards	for	evaluating	landfill	safety.		Of	particular	note	regarding	many	
of	 the	analyses	addressed	in	this	Geology	Section,	CCR	Title	27,	Section	21750(f)(5)	describes	methods	for	
analyzing	geologic	conditions	and	stability	of	site	components	and	establishes	factors	of	safety	to	be	met	in	
project	 design.2	 	 It	 requires	 that	 Class	 III	 Landfills	 be	 designed	 to	 resist	 maximum	 expected	 horizontal	
acceleration	 for	 at	 least	 a	maximum	 probable	 earthquake	 (MPE),	 with	 an	 allowance	 for	 a	more	 stringent	
evaluation	 based	 on	 the	 Maximum	 Credible	 Earthquake	 (MCE),	 i.e.	 the	 largest	 earthquake	 that	 can	
reasonably	be	expected.	

CCR	Title	 27,	 Chapter	 4	 requires	 an	 operator	 of	 a	 non‐hazardous	 landfill	 to	 obtain	 a	 solid	waste	 facilities	
permit	(SWFP).	 	The	permitting	process	requires	a	demonstration	that	a	landfill	has	been	designed	for	and	
contains	mechanisms	to	be	consistent	with	the	state	regulations.		A	JTD	is	the	main	supporting	document	that	
is	 required	 for	 a	 landfill	 to	 obtain	 a	 SWFP	 to	 document	 the	 requirements	 outlined	 by	 CalRecycle	 and	 the	
SWRCB.	 	The	JTD	identifies	the	geological	and	soils	conditions	on	the	landfill	site	and	the	necessary	design	
calculations	 to	 demonstrate	 compliance	 with	 the	 state	 regulations.	 	 A	 JTD	 has	 been	 prepared	 for	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.		However,	given	the	extensive	scope	and	cost	of	such	a	study,	a	JTD	has	not	
been	prepared	for	the	off‐site	alternative	locations	being	assessed	to	fulfill	NEPA	requirements.	

Structural Building Regulations 

The	 state	 publishes	 the	 California	 Building	 Code	 (CBC),	 Title	 24	 of	 the	 California	 Code	 of	 Regulations,	 to	
ensure	the	safety	of	new	buildings	and	structures.		The	CBC	is	a	compilation	of	building	standards,	including	
seismic	 safety	 standards;	 and	 serves	 as	 a	 model	 ordinance	 that	 can	 be	 adopted	 by	 local	 agencies,	 with	
amendment	 for	 local	conditions	and	needs.	 	The	CBC	standards	are	based	on	building	standards	that	have	
been	adopted	by	state	agencies	without	change	from	a	national	model	code;	building	standards	based	on	a	
national	 model	 code	 that	 have	 been	 changed	 to	 address	 particular	 California	 conditions;	 and	 building	
standards	 authorized	by	 the	California	 legislature	but	not	 covered	by	 the	national	model	 code.	 	Given	 the	
state’s	susceptibility	to	seismic	events,	 the	seismic	standards	within	the	CBC	are	among	the	strictest	in	the	
world.	 	 The	 CBC	 is	 published	 in	 its	 entirety	 every	 three	 years	 by	 order	 of	 the	 California	 legislature,	with	
supplements.		California	most	recently	adopted	the	2010	California	Building	Code,	which	became	effective	on	
January	1,	2011.	

																																																													
2		 Division	2,	Subdivision	1,	Chapter	4,	Subchapter	3,	Article	4	Section	21750(f)(5).			



December 2012    4.7  Geology and Soils 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.7‐3	 	

Mineral Resource Regulations 

The	 Surface	 Mining	 and	 Reclamation	 Act	 of	 1975	 (SMARA)	 establishes	 policies	 for	 conservation	 and	
development	of	mineral	lands,	and	contains	specific	provisions	for	the	classification	of	mineral	lands	by	the	
State	Geologist.		SMARA	requires	all	cities	and	counties	to	incorporate	mapped	mining	zone	designations	into	
their	general	plans.	 	There	are	four	resource	zones	reflecting	whether	resources	are	not	present,	resources	
are	 present,	 resources	 are	 potential	 present,	 or	 resource	 presence	 in	 inconclusive.	 	 Areas	 with	 known	
resources	present	are	designated	as	Mineral	Resource	Zones	–	2	(MRZ‐2).	

4.7.1.3  Regional  

Local Enforcement of State Regulations 

As	 noted	 above,	 an	 operator	 of	 a	waste	management	 facility	 is	 required	 to	 obtain	 a	 SWFP.	 	 The	 SWFP	 is	
issued	by	local	enforcement	agencies	(LEAs)	and	then	concurred	on	by	CalRecycle.	 	The	LEA	for	landfills	in	
San	 Diego	 County	 (County)	 is	 the	 County	 Department	 of	 Environmental	 Health	 (DEH).	 	 The	 LEA,	 upon	
certification	 by	 CalRecycle,	 is	 empowered	 to	 implement	 delegated	 CalRecycle	 programs	 and	 locally	
designated	activities.		LEAs	have	the	primary	responsibility	for	ensuring	the	correct	operation	and	closure	of	
solid	waste	 facilities	 in	 the	 state.	 	They	also	have	 responsibilities	 for	guaranteeing	 the	proper	storage	and	
transportation	of	solid	wastes.	

San Diego County Building Code 

The	 County	 adopts	 a	 County	 Building	 Code	 to	 provide	 design	 standards	 and	 requirements	 for	 the	
construction	of	new	buildings.		This	code	is	based	on	the	above	described	CBC,	which	is	amended	with	minor	
revisions	to	account	for	local	conditions	and	needs.		The	most	recent	update	to	the	County	Building	Code	was	
in	 2011,	 incorporating	 the	 most	 recent	 2010	 version	 of	 the	 state	 code.3	 	 The	 code	 includes	 definition,	
requirements	 for	 permits	 and	 inspection	 for	 installing	 or	 altering	 systems,	 regulations	 for	 the	 erection,	
construction,	 enlargement,	 alteration,	 repair,	moving,	 removal,	 conversion,	demolition,	 equipment	use	and	
maintenance	of	buildings	and	structures,	including	their	inspection,	and	provides	penalties	for	violation	of	its	
provisions.		

San Diego County Grading, Clearing and Watercourses Ordinance 

The	County	Grading,	Clearing	and	Watercourses	Ordinance	establishes	a	requirement	for	County	permits	for	
excavation	 activities.4	 	 The	 permitting	 regulations	 require	 demonstration	 that	 a	 project	 would	 not	 cause	
geologic	 hazards	 and	 establishes	 design	 standards	 and	 performance	 requirements	 to	 avoid	 such	 impacts.		
For	example,	Chapter	4,	Section	87.401	addresses	such	issues	as	maximum	slopes,	contouring	of	slopes,	fill	
materials,	final	grading	requirements,	etc.	

San Diego County General Plan 

The	 County	 General	 Plan	 contains	 policies	 and	 goals	 to	 address	 development	 impacts	 regarding	 geologic	
hazards	 as	 well	 as	 the	 preservation	 of	 mineral	 resources.	 	 The	 goals	 and	 policies	 pertaining	 to	 geologic	

																																																													
3		 San	Diego	County	Code,	Title	9,	Division	2,	Sections	92.1.001	et.	seq.	
4		 San	Diego	County	Code,	Title	8,	Division	7,	Sections	87.101	et.	seq.	
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hazards	 are	 addressed	 in	 Chapter	 7,	 Safety	Element,	 of	 the	County’s	General	Plan.	 	 The	 goals	 and	policies	
pertaining	to	the	protection	of	mineral	resources	are	addressed	in	Chapter	5,	Conservation	and	Open	Space	
Element,	 of	 the	 General	 Plan.	 	 An	 analysis	 of	 relevant	 goals	 and	 policies	 of	 the	 County’s	 General	 Plan	 is	
provided	in	Section	4.10,	Land	Use	and	Planning,	of	this	EIS.	

4.7.1.4  Local 

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 is	 located	within	 the	 jurisdiction	 of	 the	 City	 San	Diego;	 and	
therefore	 is	subject	 to	 local	regulations	rather	than	the	County	regulations	that	are	applicable	to	the	other	
alternatives.					

City of San Diego General Plan 

The	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 County	 General	 Plan	 contains	 policies	 and	 goals	 to	 address	 development	 impacts	
regarding	 geologic	 hazards	 as	 well	 as	 the	 preservation	 of	 mineral	 resources.	 	 The	 goals	 and	 policies	
pertaining	to	geologic	hazards	are	addressed	in	Section	Q	of	the	Public	Facilities,	Services	and	Safety	Element,	
of	 the	 City’s	 General	 Plan.	 	 The	 goals	 and	 policies	 pertaining	 to	 the	 protection	 of	 mineral	 resources	 are	
addressed	 in	Section	K	of	 the	Conservation	Element	of	 the	General	Plan.	 	An	analysis	of	relevant	goals	and	
policies	of	the	County’s	General	Plan	is	provided	in	Section	4.10,	Land	Use	and	Planning,	of	this	EIS.	

City of San Diego Building and Grading Regulations 

The	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 adopts	 with	 local	 amendments	 and	 administers	 building	 and	 grading	 regulations	
included	within	the	California	Regulations.		The	grading	regulations	address	such	issues	as	maximum	slopes,	
contouring	of	slopes,	 fill	materials,	 final	grading	requirements,	etc.;	with	the	most	notable	City	amendment	
pertaining	 to	 slope	 gradients.	 	 The	 building	 regulations	 address	 among	 other	 topics,	 standards	 for	 the	
erection,	construction,	enlargement,	alteration,	repair,	moving,	removal,	conversion,	demolition,	equipment	
use	and	maintenance	of	buildings	and	structures.	

4.7.2  METHODOLOGY FOR REVIEWING EFFECTS UNDER NEPA 

This	subsection	provides	the	evaluation	criteria	used	to	determine	the	effects	of	each	of	the	alternatives.		In	
addition,	 this	 subsection	 describes	 the	methodology	 used	 to	 assess	 impacts	 on	 geology,	 soils	 and	mineral	
resources.	

4.7.2.1  Criteria for Assessing Effects 

In	 the	 absence	 of	 federal	 standards	 by	 which	 adverse	 levels	 could	 be	 determined,	 criteria	 for	 assessing	
adverse	 effects	 rely	 on	 state	 and	 local	 thresholds	 for	 guidance.	 	 An	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 significant	
adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	
or	death	involving:	

– Placement	of	 a	 structure	 to	be	used	 for	human	occupancy	over	or	within	50	 feet	of	 the	
trace	of	an	Alquist‐Priolo	fault	or	County	Special	Study	Zone	fault;			
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– Strong	seismic	ground	shaking;	

– Seismic‐related	ground	failure,	including	liquefaction;	

– Landslides/rock	fall;	or	

– Mudflow/debris	flows;	

 Be	located	on	a	geologic	unit	or	soil	that	is	unstable,	or	that	would	become	unstable	as	a	result	of	the	
alternative,	 and	 potentially	 result	 in	 on‐	 or	 off‐site	 landslide,	 lateral	 spreading,	 subsidence,	
liquefaction,	or	collapse;	

 Be	located	on	expansive	soil	creating	substantial	risks	to	life	or	property;			

 Result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	known	mineral	resource	that	would	be	of	value	to	the	region	and	
the	residents	of	the	state;	or	

 Result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	locally	important	mineral	resource	recovery	site	delineated	on	a	
local	general	plan,	specific	plan,	or	other	land	use	plan.	

4.7.2.2  Methodology 

The	 analysis	 of	 geology	 and	 soils	 has	 been	 organized	 into	 subtopics,	 based	 on	 the	 various	 geology/soil	
conditions	present	 at	 each	alternative	 site.	 	 For	each	of	 the	 subtopics	addressed,	 the	analysis	 includes	 the	
following:			

 A	 characterization	 of	 the	 existing	 geologic	 and	 soil	 conditions	 that	 could	 affect	 construction	 and	
operations	and	their	expected	behaviors;	

 Identification	of	 the	components	of	 the	alternatives	 that	 could	affect	or	be	affected	by	 the	geologic	
and	soil	conditions;	

 A	 comparison	 of	 the	 expected	 performance	 of	 the	 landfill	 components	 as	 compared	 to	 design	
standards	 and/or	 regulations	 that	 avoid/lessen	 potential	 adverse	 effects.	 	 In	 some	 cases,	 the	
evaluation	is	facilitated	through	quantitative	modeling	in	which	the	stress	effects	of	a	seismic	event	
or	landfill	activity	is	compared	to	the	ability	of	the	geologic/soil	conditions		to	resist	the	stress;	and	
whether	ground	failure	might	be	expected	to	result	from	stress	loading.		Typically,	the	design	of	the	
landfill	must	meet	a	standard	that	exceeds	the	“safe”	level	by	a	safety	margin,	i.e.	factor	of	safety,	in	
many	cases	greater	than	1.5.	

As	previously	stated,	the	analysis	of	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	is	based	on	the	JTD.		A	peer	review	
of	 technical	 reports	 contained	 in	 the	 JTD	 was	 performed	 by	 Geosyntec	 and	 a	 copy	 of	 the	 technical	
memorandum	is	contained	 in	Appendix	 I	of	 this	EIS.	 	For	the	other	alternatives,	 the	analyses	are	based	on	
conceptual	designs	prepared	by	Geosyntec,	which	are	presented	in	Appendix	C	of	this	EIS,	and	described	in	
Chapter	3,	Description	of	Alternatives,	of	 this	EIS.	 	 In	addition,	 it	 is	assumed	that	 for	other	design	features	
beyond	those	set	forth	in	the	conceptual	designs,	the	landfills	would	reflect	standard	landfill	requirements,	
operations	and	procedures.	 	In	addition,	environmental	studies	prepared	for	alternative	sites	were	used	as	
sources	of	information.		Information	from	the	County’s	1990	EIR/EIS	for	a	landfill	at	the	Aspen	Road	site,	a	
2009	EIR	for	a	mixed	use,	specific	plan	at	the	Merriam	Mountains	South	site,	and	a	September	2011	CEQA	
Initial	Study	‐	Environmental	Checklist	Form	for	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Recycling	Collection	Center	and	Landfill	
were	 used	 as	 sources	 for	 confirming	 information	 regarding	 existing	 geology	 and	 soils	 conditions	 at	 their	
respective	sites.	 	The	Revised	Final	EIR	for	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	(August	2012)	
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was	used	as	a	source	of	information	regarding	setting	conditions	and	impact	conclusions	for	that	alternative	
site.	 	 These	 alternative	 site	 studies	 used	 methodologies	 that	 are	 consistent	 with	 those	 used	 for	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative.			

4.7.3  APPLICANTS PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE  

4.7.3.1  Affected Environment  

Topography and Geologic Units 

Gregory	Canyon	is	located	within	a	north‐draining	tributary	canyon	of	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	Valley,	in	the	
central	portion	of	the	Peninsular	Ranges	geomorphic	province.		The	site	is	located	in	an	area	characterized	by	
northwesterly	trending	mountains	and	intervening	valleys.		Regional	topography	in	the	Peninsular	Range	is	
characterized	by	considerable	relief	with	relatively	moderate	to	steep	slopes.		Most	of	the	area	is	undergoing	
erosion	 and	mass	wasting,	 but	 the	major	 river	 valleys	 have	 thick	 accumulations	 of	 sediments,	 technically	
referred	to	as	alluvium.	 	The	alluvium	undergoes	cycles	of	deposition	and	erosion,	depending	on	the	water	
flow	 in	 the	 drainage	 system.	 	 The	 lower	 side	 slopes	 of	 Gregory	 Canyon	 are	 about	 5H:1V	 (horizontal‐to‐
vertical)	near	the	flow	line	(thalweg)	of	the	canyon,	2H:1V	on	the	east	edge	of	the	landfill	footprint,		and	are	
1H:1V	or	 steeper	on	 the	upper	part	of	 the	eastern	slope.	 	The	western	 flank	of	 the	canyon	 is	defined	by	a	
rounded	ridgeline,	with	rather	uniform	slopes	at	inclinations	of	2H:1V	to	3H:1V.	

East	of	Gregory	Canyon,	Gregory	Mountain	rises	steeply	to	a	maximum	elevation	of	1,844	feet	above	mean	
sea	 level	 (amsl).	 	 The	western	 ridge	 rises	 to	 a	maximum	elevation	 of	 940	 feet	 amsl.	 	 The	 flow	 line	 of	 the	
canyon	drops	 in	elevation	 from	920	ft	amsl	at	 the	head	of	 the	canyon	on	the	south	to	320	 feet	amsl	on	 its	
northern	terminus.	

Various	geologic	units	occur	within	the	Gregory	Canyon	site.		In	the	lower	portions	of	the	site,	a	thin	veneer	
of	 unconsolidated	 residual	 soils,	 colluvial,	 and	 alluvial	 deposits	 that	 mantles	 a	 substrate	 of	 weathered	
tonalite.	 	 The	 topographic	 highs	 bounding	 the	 canyon	 are	 formed	 by	 igneous	 intrusive	 and	metamorphic	
rocks	with	varying	degrees	of	weathering.	More	specifically,	these	units	are	as	follows:	

Surficial	soils.	 	The	topsoil	units	vary	in	thickness	from	about	six	inches	to	three	feet,	and	are	composed	of	
silty	sand,	silty	sand	with	clay,	and	silty	sand	with	cobbles	and	boulders.		In	general,	the	steeper,	upper	slope	
areas	of	the	canyon	are	expected	to	have	slightly	thinner	soil	accumulations	than	the	intermediate	or	lower	
slope	areas.		

Alluvium.		Two	alluvial	units	have	been	mapped	at	lower	elevations	near	the	mouth	of	Gregory	Canyon.		The	
younger	 subunit	 (Qal‐1)	 consists	 of	 overbank	 deposits	 from	 the	 active	 San	 Luis	 Rey	 River	 channel,	
interbedded	with	channel	deposits	from	the	Gregory	Canyon	drainage.		An	alluvial	wedge	pinches	out	to	the	
south.		The	wedge	thickens	to	the	north	until	it	eventually	merges	with	the	channel	deposits	of	the	San	Luis	
Rey	River.			

Colluvium.		The	colluvium	forms	a	veneer	over	most	of	the	surface	of	the	site.		In	most	instances	it	consists	of	
silty	sand	with	rock	clasts	that	range	in	size	from	gravel	to	very	large	boulders,	with	finer‐grained	deposits,	
largely	devoid	of	rock	fragments,	located	at	the	southern	end	of	the	canyon.		Older	colluviums	consisting	of	
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clayey	sand	to	sandy	clay	with	varying	rock	content	and	slight	to	moderate	cementation	are	also	located	on	
the	site.		The	thickness	of	the	colluvial	deposits	is	highly	variable	with	thicknesses	ranging	from	2	to	50	feet.			

Bedrock	 –	 Metamorphic	 rocks	 (TJm),	 Tonalite	 (Kbt)	 and	 Leucogranodiorite	 (Kglg).	 	 Site	 studies	 have	
characterized	 the	bedrock	as	consisting	of	Bonsall	Tonalite	 rocks	underlying	 the	western	ridge	of	Gregory	
Canyon,	and	Indian	Mountain	Leucogranodiorite,	the	light‐colored,	bold	outcrops	of	granitic	rock	underlying	
the	 eastern	 ridge.	 	 There	 is	 also	 an	 intervening	 band	 of	metamorphic	 rock	 along	 the	 lower	 slopes	 of	 the	
eastern	ridge.		The	contacts	between	all	three	units	are	intrusive,	albeit	different	in	nature.		The	main	body	of	
the	leucogranodiorite	is	in	intrusive	contact	with	the	metamorphic	band	of	rocks	midway	along	the	easterly	
slope	 of	 Gregory	 Canyon.	 	 The	 contact	 zone	 is	 narrow	 and	 abrupt	where	 it	 can	 be	 observed,	 and	 has	 the	
characteristic	 features	 of	 sharp	 intrusive	 contact	 with	 apophyses	 and	 dikes	 extending	 from	 the	
leucogranodiorite	into	the	metamorphic	rock.		No	evidence	of	shearing	has	been	observed	in	the	outcrop.	

The	intrusive	contact	between	the	tonalite	and	the	metamorphic	wedge	is	somewhat	transitional	because	of	
the	effects	of	partial	melting.		Mafic	or	intermediate	magmas	(gabbro	to	tonalite)	are	emplaced	at	a	relatively	
high	temperature	(1,200º	to	900º	C),	so	the	contacts	between	them	and	the	host	rock	tend	to	be	anatectic	
(i.e.,	they	are	accompanied	by	partial	melting	of	the	pre‐existing	rock).		The	pre‐metamorphic	rock	fabric	can	
be	completely	obliterated	by	migmatization	(i.e.,	development	of	a	banded	aspect	 in	the	rock	as	a	result	of	
partial	melting),	so	along	the	contact	zone	it	is	not	always	easy	to	discriminate	between	the	intrusion	and	the	
host	rock.		The	intrusive	nature	of	the	contact	has	been	documented	at	several	field	locations,	however,	and	
is	characteristically	 irregular	and	intricate.	 	No	evidence	of	shearing	has	been	observed	in	the	outcrop	and	
the	contact	lacks	the	planar	expression	expected	of	a	shear	zone.	

The	metamorphic	 rocks	 include	 amphibolites	 and	metavolcanic	 rocks	 that	 locally	 exhibit	 some	migmatitic	
structure	that	resembles	gneissic	banding.		The	rocks	are	generally	dark	blueish	gray,	hard,	and	only	slightly	
weathered	 with	 aphanitic	 to	 porphyroblastic	 textures.	 	 Relict	 porphyritic	 textures	 suggest	 a	 volcanic	
protolith	for	some	of	the	units.		

The	Bonsall	Tonalite	is	a	dark	gray	rock,	with	medium	to	coarse	crystallinity	that	includes	a	variety	of	related	
rock	types	such	as	gabbro.		Other	common	variations	noted	in	the	tonalite	are	the	locally	veined	and	streaked	
appearance	and	the	migmatitic	fabric	that	has	been	observed	near	the	contact	with	the	metamorphic	rocks.		
The	 rock	 is	 also	 characterized	 by	 rare	 inclusions	 of	 the	 metamorphic	 rocks,	 and	 by	 numerous	
leucogranodiorite	dikes	that	include	fine‐grained	aplites	and	coarse‐grained	pegmatites.		

The	 leucogranodiorite	 map	 unit	 is	 a	 light‐colored,	 biotite‐bearing	 granodiorite	 that	 forms	 the	 prominent	
mountain	flanking	the	eastern	side	of	Gregory	Canyon.	 	The	rock	has	a	phaneritic	texture	with	medium‐	to	
coarse‐crystallinity,	 is	 light	 gray	 to	 buff,	 and	 has	 less	 than	 five	 percent	 dark	 minerals	 (biotite	 and	 iron‐
titanium	oxides).		Besides	forming	the	core	of	Gregory	Mountain,	the	leucogranodiorite	also	forms	dikes	that	
cut	 older	 units	 and	 vary	 in	 thickness	 from	 less	 than	 an	 inch	 up	 to	 five	 feet,	 and	 in	 most	 instances	 are	
pegmatitic.	 	 The	main	 body	 of	 the	 leucogranodiorite	 is	 in	 intrusive	 contact	with	 the	metamorphic	 screen	
midway	along	the	easterly	slope	of	Gregory	Canyon.		The	contact	zone	is	narrow	and	abrupt	where	it	can	be	
observed,	 but	 is	 generally	buried	under	 talus.	 	 Based	on	 its	mapped	position,	 as	 inferred	 from	 the	abrupt	
change	in	topography,	the	contact	is	nearly	vertical.	
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Geology/Soils	Units.		The	geology	and	soils	located	along	the	upper	levels	of	the	site	include:	topsoil	(clayey	
fine	sand	(SC)	and	silty	 fine	sand	(SM));	 	colluvium	 	(silty	 fine	sand	(SM));	highly	weathered	metamorphic	
rock	 	 (silty	 fine	sand	 	(SM)	and	 	clayey	fine	sand	(SC));	 	highly	weathered	tonalite	(silty	medium	to	coarse	
sand	(SM));		older	colluvium				(fine	sandy	lean	clay	(CL)	and		clayey	fine	sand	(SC));	and	residual	soil	(clayey	
fine	sand	(SC)	and	fine	sandy	lean	clay	(CL)).		The	material	type	abbreviations	indicated	above	in	parenthesis	
are	based	on	the	Unified	Soil	Classification	System	and	observations	of	materials	in	explorations	performed	
at	the	site.	

Mineral Resources 

Roughly	two‐thirds	of	available	sand	in	the	County,	a	resource	which	is	of	value	to	the	construction	industry	
and	 region’s	 economy,	 is	 in	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River.	 	Therefore,	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River	 through	 the	 site	 is	
designated	as	a	MRZ‐2	zone	intended	to	preserve	valuable	mineral	resources	by	the	California	Department	of	
Conservation,	Division	of	Mines	and	Geology.	

The	site	is	located	2.5	miles	southwest	of	the	Pala	pegmatite	district,	which	is	a	widely	known	source	of	gems	
(e.g.,	tounnaline,	beryl	and	spodumene)	and	lithium	minerals.	 	The	bedrock	substrate	of	Gregory	Canyon	is	
formed	by	rocks	similar	to	those	of	the	Pala	district;	however	the	probability	of	lithium	minerals	occurring	in	
the	site	bedrock	is	small.		One	hundred	years	of	mineral	exploration	in	and	around	the	Pala	district	have	not	
yielded	mineral	prospects	in	or	near	Gregory	Canyon.		Also,	there	is	tonalite	in	Gregory	Canyon	that	could	be	
considered	a	low‐value	mineral	resource	as	a	source	of	dimension	stone	or	crushed	gravel.	

Faulting and Seismicity  

The	 site	 is	 located	 within	 a	 tectonically	 active	 region.	 	 Several	 active	 faults	 exist	 within	 60	 miles	 of	 the	
property.	 	According	 to	 the	California	Geological	Survey	 there	are	no	known	 faults	 located	on	 the	Gregory	
Canyon	site,	and	the	site	does	not	lie	within	an	Alquist	Priolo	Zone.5		Further,	site	specific	studies	performed	
for	the	proposed	landfill	described	the	formational	contacts	present	on	the	site	and	evaluated	the	likelihood	
of	a	north‐south	trending	fault	projecting	into	Gregory	Canyon.		Careful	inspection	of	the	outcrops	along	SR	
76	and	the	north	flank	of	Gregory	Mountain,	where	the	contact	would	be	reasonably	expected	to	project	if	it	
were	an	extensive	planar	feature,	did	not	indicate	evidence	for	bedrock	faulting	in	Gregory	Canyon.	

The	nearest	 active	 faults	 in	 the	 area	 are	 the	Elsinore	Fault,	Rose	Canyon	 fault,	 San	 Jacinto	 fault	 and	more	
distant	San	Andreas	fault.		The	Elsinore	fault	zone,	located	approximately	six	miles	from	the	site,	is	the	most	
likely	source	of	strong	seismic	motion	in	the	area	of	the	site.		The	Elsinore	fault	extends	150	miles	from	the	
Mexican	border	to	the	northern	edge	of	the	Santa	Ana	Mountains.		Several	earthquakes	of	magnitude	greater	
than	 5	 have	 been	 generated	 along	 the	 Elsinore	 and	 associated	 faults	within	 this	 zone	 during	 the	 last	 200	
years,	the	most	notable	being	the	1910	local	magnitude	(ML)	6	which	was	centered	in	the	Temescal	Valley,	
northwest	of	Lake	Elsinore.		The	MCE	expected	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	would	be	a	M7.1	event	on	the	Elsinore	
Fault‐Julian	Segment	at	a	distance	of	6	miles	from	the	site.		Such	a	seismic	event	would	generate	a	maximum	
site	acceleration	of	0.40g	(units	of	gravity).	

																																																													
5		 California	 Geological	 Survey,	 Alquist‐Priolo	 Earthquake	 Maps,	 http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/download/ap/pdf/PALA.PDF;	

accessed	January	31,	2012.	
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4.7.3.2  Design Features from the Gregory Canyon EIR  

The	proposed	 landfill	would	be	designed	 to	meet	 regulatory	 requirements.	 	The	 following	design	 features	
would	be	included:	

 Reinforced	 concrete	 slabs	would	 be	 placed	 over	 the	 aqueduct	 easement	 so	 that	 loads	 from	 earth‐
moving	 equipment	 would	 be	 distributed	 and	 reduce	 loads	 on	 the	 pipelines	 while	 crossing	 the	
easement.	

 A	pre‐blast	survey	would	be	conducted	by	a	qualified	geologist	to	identify	areas	of	potential	rockfall	
concern.		Identified	isolated	rock	masses	would	be	removed	as	necessary	if	deemed	insecure.	

 Natural	 vegetation	 would	 be	maintained	 to	 the	maximum	 extent	 possible.	 	 Diversion	 structure(s)	
would	be	constructed	where	needed	prior	to	the	start	of	grading	activities	where	debris	flow	risk	is	
anticipated.	

The	following	summarizes	mitigation	measures	that	would	be	required	under	CEQA	with	implementation	of	
the	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill	 project	 pursuant	 to	 a	Mitigation	Monitoring	 and	Reporting	Program	 (MMRP)	
adopted	by	the	San	Diego	County	DEH	on	May	13,	2011.		As	these	measures	would	be	required	as	part	of	the	
project,	they	are	referred	to	and	considered	as	design	features	in	this	EIS.		The	MMRP	with	the	full	text	of	the	
measures	is	included	in	Appendix	A	of	this	EIS.	

 DF	4.2‐1.	 	Liner	Buttressing.	 	Requires	that	liner	construction	include	buttressing	and	repairs	of	the	
liner	if	necessary	during	construction.	

 DF	4.2‐2.	 	Site	Inspections.	 	Requires	inspection	of	 facilities	and	structures,	as	well	as	surrounding	
natural	features,	with	repairs	if	necessary	after	seismic	events.	

 DF	4.2‐3.		Post	Landfill	Site	Monitoring.		Requires	a	monitoring	and	maintenance	program,	inclusive	
of	 annual	 topographic	 surveys	 to	measure	 settlement,	 and	 quarterly	 visual	 inspections	 to	 identify	
damage	 to	 the	 final	 cover	or	 gas	 control	 systems,	with	 repairs	 to	 cover	 and	gas	 control	 systems	 if	
necessary.	

 DF	4.2‐4.	 	 Inspection	of	Rock	Masses.	 	 Requires	 inspection	 of	 the	 rock	masses	 surrounding	 the	
landfill	every	5	years	and/or	after	a	seismic	event	to	identify	new	areas	of	potential	rockfall	concerns.	

 DF	4.2.C5H.	 	Design	for	Maximum	Probable	Earthquake.	 	Proposition	C	requires	that	structures	
located	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site	be	designed	by	a	qualified	engineer	to	withstand	the	MPE.	

4.7.3.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Placement	of	a	structure	to	be	used	for	human	occupancy	over	or	within	50	feet	of	the	trace	of	an	
Alquist‐Priolo	fault	or	County	Special	Study	Zone	fault.	
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Impact	 Statement	Gregory	GS‐1:	 	The	 alternative	 site	 is	not	 subject	 to	 ground	 rupture	 that	would	
undermine	the	 integrity	of	the	 landfill	facilities.	 	Significant	adverse	effects	related	to	this	criterion	
would	not	occur.			

According	 to	 the	 California	 Geological	 Survey,	 there	 are	 no	 faults	 located	 on	 the	 site,	 and	 the	 site	 is	 not	
located	 within	 an	 Alquist‐Priolo	 Fault	 Zone.	 	 Further,	 as	 described	 in	 the	 setting	 discussion	 above,	 site	
specific	evaluations	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site	supported	the	state	classification	and	concluded	that	there	is	
no	 evidence	 of	 bedrock	 faulting	 in	 Gregory	 Canyon.	 	 No	 active,	 through‐going	 faults	 have	 been	 identified	
within	the	site	area,	and	therefore	no	effects	from	ground	rupture	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effect	regarding	ground	rupture	would	occur.	No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Strong	seismic	ground	shaking;	

- Seismic‐related	ground	failure,	including	liquefaction;	

- Landslides/rockfall;	or	

- Mudflow/debris	flows;		

 Be	located	on	a	geologic	unit	or	soil	that	is	unstable,	or	that	would	become	unstable	as	a	result	of	the	
alternative,	and	potentially	result	in	on‐	or	off‐site	landslide,	lateral	spreading,	subsidence,	liquefaction,	
or	collapse;	or	

 Be	located	on	expansive	soil	creating	substantial	risks	to	life	or	property.	

Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 GS‐2:	 	 No	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 are	 expected	 due	 to	
instability/landslide	associated	with	the	geologic/soil	conditions	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site.	

Landfill	activities	are	required	to	be	carried	out	under	regulatory	requirements	that	protect	the	public	from	
unsafe	 conditions	 arising	 from	 a	 lack	 of	 stability	 of	 the	 ground	 underlying	 the	 land‐filling	 and	 worker	
activities.	 	 The	 regulations	 establish	 design	 parameters	 which	 are	 dependent	 on	 the	 soil	 and	 geology	
characteristics,	 slopes	 of	 earthen	 materials	 and	 landfill	 activities.	 	 Analyses	 and	 design	 calculations	 are	
included	in	the	JTD	that	must	be	submitted	as	part	of	the	permitting	activities	for	the	landfill	project.	 	The	
analyses	 evaluate	 the	ability	of	 land	 forms	 to	 resist	 stress	 impacts	and	maintain	 their	 integrity	versus	 the	
stresses	 that	may	 be	 imposed	 due	 to	 natural	 or	 human	 activity.	 	 So	 long	 as	 the	 site	 conditions	would	 be	
sufficient	 to	 off‐set	 the	 maximum	 stresses	 expected,	 a	 site	 would	 be	 safe.	 	 Notwithstanding,	 the	 state	
regulations	require	that	the	site	design	provide	a	minimum	factor	of	safety	of	1.5	and/or	meet	other	design	
specifications	that	are	sufficient	to	maintain	the	integrity	of	the	site.		
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For	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 at	 the	Gregory	Canyon	 site,	 a	 JTD	has	been	prepared	which	 incorporates	design	
measures	 that	 support	 compliance	 with	 applicable	 regulations.	 	 Key	 findings	 included	 in	 the	 JTD	 for	 the	
Gregory	Canyon	site	reflect	the	following	conclusions	regarding	the	site	conditions	and	proposed	design	for	
the	site.	

Stability of landfill side slopes and cut slopes  

The	 potential	 for	 landslides	 at	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 site	 was	 evaluated	 through	 review	 of	 stereo	 aerial	
photographs	 and	 field	 reconnaissance	 study.	 	 Geologic	 or	 geomorphic	 features	 characteristic	 of	 landslides	
were	not	observed,	and	given	the	crystalline	nature	of	the	underlying	bedrock	materials,	landslide	hazard	is	
not	expected	to	occur.			

However,	 landfill	 construction	 would	 modify	 the	 existing	 slopes	 with	 cuts	 to	 create	 new	 fill	 areas.	 	 The	
potential	stability	of	these	cut	slopes	have	been	evaluated	to	determine	the	extent	of	landslide	impacts	that	
might	occur	with	the	cut	activities.		The	JTD	analyses	of	modification	to	slopes	(cuts	for	new	fill	area)	show	
that	large‐scale	block‐slip	movement	and	wedge‐failure	are	not	feasible	given	the	geometry	of	the	dominant	
directions	 of	 discontinuities	 in	 Gregory	 Canyon.	 	 The	 rocks	 exposed	 at	 Gregory	 Canyon	 are	 compact	 and	
cohesive,	even	when	weathered,	so	a	circular	failure	of	the	cut	slopes	is	similarly	unlikely.	 	As	a	result,	the	
proposed	2H:1V	 cut	 slopes	 are	 anticipated	 to	be	 stable.	 	 Further	mapping	 and	 evaluation,	with	protective	
responses	 as	 appropriate,	 during	 excavation/cut	 activities	 specified	 in	 the	 JTD	 would	 identify	 potential	
danger	from	localized	block	falls	due	to	fractures	that	daylight	a	cut	or	encountering	of	a	higher	density	of	
fractures	during	excavation,	with	standard	measures	to	address	such	conditions.	

Stability of stockpile slopes 

Two	borrow/stockpile	areas	would	be	used	to	store	and/or	excavate	material	that	would	be	needed	in	the	
daily	operation	of	the	landfill.		Stockpiles	would	be	placed	in	the	borrow	areas	at	a	maximum	slope	gradient	
of	3H:1V		and	a	maximum	height	of	300	feet.	

A	computerized	analysis	was	performed	to	evaluate	the	static	stability	for	two	cross‐sections	through	
the	slopes	of	the	stockpile	areas.		The	analysis	was	based	on	the	nature	of	the	materials	anticipated	to	
be	placed	in	the	stockpiles	(unit	weight,	friction	angle	and	cohesion).		Results	of	the	analysis	indicated	a	
calculated	minimum	static	factor	of	safety	of	1.9.		This	value	is	larger	than	the	minimum	factor	of	safety	of	
1.5	 required	by	 the	applicable	 regulations,	and	 therefore,	adverse	effects	 related	 to	borrow/stockpile	area	
design	and	slope	stability	would	not	occur.			

Stability of refuse fill 

The	analysis	regarding	the	stability	of	the	refuse	fill	addresses	the	impacts	that	could	occur	along	the	face	of	
the	 composite	 liner	 system	 that	 would	 separate	 the	 landfill	 waste	 deposits	 from	 the	 underlying	
earth/hydrologic	systems.		It	focuses	on	the	potential	movement	of	the	underlying	earth,	particularly	during	
an	earthquake,	and	the	potential	impacts	on	the	integrity	of	the	landfill	and	liner	design.	

The	analyses	included	numerous	evaluations	pursuant	to	Section	21750(f)5	of	CCR	Title	27;	including	what	
are	referred	to	as	static	and	dynamic	analyses.	 	Static	conditions	are	those	 in	which	no	external	 forces	are	
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imposed	on	the	refuse	prism.		Dynamic	conditions	are	those	in	which	the	lateral	force	of	earthquake	shaking	
is	imposed	on	the	refuse	prism.	

The	static	analysis	concluded	that	the	static	factor	of	safety	for	the	critical	failure	plane	would	be	greater	than	
1.5.		This	meets	the	CCR	Title	27	requirements.			

The	analysis	for	evaluating	dynamic	slope	stability	under	seismic	loading	conditions	includes	a	preliminary	
analysis	 referred	 to	 as	 a	 “pseudo‐static”	 analysis;	 and	 a	more	 detailed	 analysis	 if	 the	 initial	 pseudo‐static	
analysis	results	in	a	factor	of	safety	of	less	than	1.5.		The	initial	pseudo‐static	analysis	resulted	in	a	factor	of	
safety	of	0.85,	and	therefore	a	more	detailed	dynamic	analysis	was	performed.		

The	more	detailed	dynamic	stability	analysis	calculated	the	seismically	induced	permanent	displacement	for	
the	 fill	 slope	 that	 could	occur	due	 to	a	postulated	MCE.	 	The	procedure	 involved	estimating	 the	maximum	
horizontal	 equivalent	 acceleration	 (MHEA)	 for	 the	 potential	 sliding	 wedge	 based	 on	 the	 slope	 geometry,	
material	properties,	 and	characteristics	of	 the	MCE.	 	Based	on	 the	analysis,	 the	displacement	calculated	 to	
occur	to	the	total	refuse	prism	and	liner	is	approximately	0.1	inches	for	the	prescriptive	configuration.		This	
is	 less	 than	 the	 commonly	 accepted	maximum	 displacements	 for	 liner	 systems	 of	 6	 inches	 to	 12	 inches.		
Therefore,	based	on	the	dynamic	analysis	it	is	concluded	that	there	would	not	be	adverse	effects	with	regard	
to	stability	of	the	refuse	fill.			

Stability of landfill base – potential soil liquefaction/expansive soils 

Seismic	shaking	can	induce	soil	liquefaction	of	saturated	cohesionless	soils.		Since	grading	operations	at	the	
site	would	remove	loose	soils	from	the	footprint	of	the	landfill,	liquefaction	or	potential	harm	associated	with	
expansive	 soils	 would	 not	 occur	 within	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 Therefore,	 there	 would	 be	 no	 significant	
adverse	effects	regarding	liquefaction	or	expansive	soils.			

Stability of the final cover 

The	JTD	also	includes	stability	analyses	for	the	proposed	final	cover	system	for	closure	of	the	landfill.	 	The	
analysis	 evaluated	 the	 stress	 effects	 that	would	 occur	 to	 the	 final	 cover	 if	 the	MCE	were	 to	 occur;	 i.e.	 an	
earthquake	 with	 a	 maximum	 ground	 acceleration	 of	 0.40g.	 	 The	 analysis	 used	 two	 methodologies.	 	 The	
results	of	one	of	the	analyses	indicated	that	the	seismic‐induced	permanent	displacement	for	the	final	cover	
would	range	from	1.7	to	5.1	inches	depending	on	the	thickness	of	the	waste	prism;	and	the	second	estimated	
that	the	seismic	displacement	would	range	from	0.5	to	3.7	inches,	depending	on	the	waste	thickness.		These	
estimated	displacements	are	 less	than	the	commonly	acceptable	range	of	seismic	displacements	of	6	 to	12	
inches	and	would	not	be	expected	to	inhibit	the	functional	integrity	of	the	cover.	

These	 calculations	 indicate	 that	 the	 final	 cover	would	 be	 inherently	 stable.	 	 Given	unusual	 circumstances,	
such	as	transient	loading	by	seismic	vibration	or	heavy	equipment,	portions	of	a	final	cover	may	experience	
cracking	and	minor	displacements.		The	impact	of	such	events	would	be	repaired	through	required,	regular	
maintenance	and	repair	programs.	
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Stability/protection of existing utility structures 

First San Diego Aqueduct in the Current Location 

The	First	San	Diego	Aqueduct	lies	adjacent	to	the	western	edge	of	the	proposed	fill	area,	adjacent	to	where	
landfill	activities	would	occur.	 	The	potential	for	impacts	to	the	aqueduct	if	it	were	to	remain	in	place	were	
considered	in	the	design	of	the	landfill.	 	Design	consideration	was	given	to	potential	distress	to	the	existing	
pipelines	that	might	occur	due	to	movement	of	scrapers	and	other	heavy	equipment	over	the	aqueduct	pipes.		
Construction	of	 reinforced	concrete	slabs	at	 the	access	 road	and	 internal	haul	 roads	would	 transfer	heavy	
equipment	loading	across	each	of	the	pipelines	without	placing	substantial	loads	on	these	pipes.		The	loading	
would	be	transferred	to	the	bridge	slab	grade	beams	at	each	end	of	the	bridge	slabs.		Polystyrene	would	be	
placed	below	each	of	these	slabs	to	absorb	the	slab	deflection	and	avoid	substantial	incidental	loading	to	the	
pipes.	 	These	measures	would	avoid	adverse	 impacts	 to	 the	pipelines.	 	Vibration	 impact	 to	 the	pipeline	 is	
further	discussed	in	Section	4.11,	Noise	and	Vibration.			

Also,	 an	analysis	was	performed	 to	evaluate	 the	 stability	of	 the	pipeline	during	an	earthquake	event,	with	
proposed	 east‐facing	 cut	 slopes	 adjacent	 to	 the	 aqueduct.	 	 Static	 analysis	 of	modeled	wedges	 indicated	 a	
factor	of	safety	of	5.9.	 	When	subjected	to	ground	acceleration	associated	with	the	MCE,	the	factor	of	safety	
also	exceeds	the	prescriptive	1.5	dynamic	factor	of	safety	for	landfill	foundation	and	final	fill	slopes	required	
by	CCR	Title	27.	 	The	study	concluded	that	2H:1V	slopes	on	the	east‐facing	slopes	adjacent	to	the	aqueduct	
are	appropriate	with	a	factor	of	safety	of	at	 least	1.5	under	static	conditions.	 	This	design	recommendation	
for	the	inclination	of	the	cut	slopes	adjacent	to	the	aqueduct	is	a	design	feature.	

First San Diego Aqueduct Relocation Option 

If	 the	pipeline	were	to	be	relocated,	a	 larger	buffer	area	would	exist	between	the	pipelines	and	the	landfill	
activities,	 thereby	 reducing	 potential	 effects	 of	 the	 landfill	 activities	 on	 the	 pipeline.	 	 Relocation	 of	 the	
pipeline	 would	 be	 designed	 to	 ensure	 that	 it	 would	 comply	 with	 applicable	 standards.	 	 A	 geotechnical	
investigation	would	be	completed	to	evaluate	the	types,	distribution	and	engineering	properties	of	the	earth	
materials;	 address	 material	 excavation	 characteristics	 and	 temporary	 trench	 stability;	 provide	 design	
parameters	for	trench	wall	support;	provide	recommendations	for	trench	backfill	materials;	provide	active	
and	passive	earth	pressures	for	thrust	block	and/or	other	permanent	underground	structures;	and	estimate	
seismic	 effects	 on	 the	 pipeline	 and	 liquefaction	 potential.	 	 Recommendations	 of	 the	 geotechnical	
investigation	 would	 be	 implemented	 to	 ensure	 that	 regulatory	 standards	 for	 the	 protection	 of	 such	
structures	are	met,	 thereby	ensuring	that	no	adverse	geotechnical	 impacts	would	result	 from	relocation	of	
the	aqueduct.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	impacts	associated	with	stability	would	result	in	significant	adverse	effects.		No	mitigation	measures	are	
proposed.			

Impact	Statement	Gregory	GS‐3:		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	design	features	
to	protect	 on‐site	 components	 from	 rockfalls	 such	 that	 rockfalls	would	not	 create	 a	 safety	 risk	 to	
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workers	and	equipment,	or	 to	 the	 landfill	development.	 	Significant	adverse	effects	 related	 to	 this	
criterion	would	not	occur.			

There	are	boulders	located	on	the	east	flank	of	Gregory	Mountain	that	could	potentially	create	a	safety	risk	to	
workers	and	equipment,	cause	damage	to	the	landfill	 itself,	and/or	pose	a	potential	threat	to	the	relocated	
transmission	towers	if	they	were	to	fall.	 	A	rockfall	analysis	 indicated	that	a	bouncing	rock	fragment	might	
encroach	up	to	300	 feet	 into	 the	 fill	area,	with	a	 travel	 time	 from	the	top	of	 the	profile	of	22	seconds;	and	
rolling	rock	fragments	could	travel	as	much	as	360	feet	onto	the	landfill	if	unchecked.	

The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	 includes	design	 features,	 consistent	with	regulatory	requirements	 to	
protect	workers	from	harm.		These	features	include	inspection	of	large	boulders	prior	to	development	of	an	
area	 of	 the	 landfill;	 identification	 of	 rockfall	 potential	 prior	 to	 blasting;	 observation	 of	 potential	 rockfalls	
during	operations	 through	 the	use	of	a	 spotter,	use	of	 catchment	walls,	 and	 inspection	of	 the	 rock	masses	
surrounding	the	landfill	every	5	years	and/or	after	a	major	earthquake	event.	 	In	the	event	a	loose	boulder	
were	identified,	controlled	displacement	of	the	boulder(s)	where	possible	would	occur	and/or	placement	of	
catching	walls	to	stop	a	potential	rockfall.	

Given	the	design	features,	rockfalls	would	not	create	a	safety	risk	to	workers	and	equipment,	or	to	the	landfill	
development.		No	significant	adverse	effects	relative	to	rockfall	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

Design	 features	would	 reduce	 impacts	 and	no	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 due	 to	 rockfall	would	 occur.	 	No	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	GS‐4:		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	include	design	features	
to	 protect	 landfill	 components	 and	workers	 from	 debris	 flow.	 	Therefore,	debris	 flows	would	not	
result	in	a	significant	adverse	effect	with	regard	to	safety/risk	at	the	site.			

Earth,	mud,	and	debris	flows	form	when	a	mass	of	unconsolidated	sediment	is	mobilized	by	sudden	ground	
vibration	(e.g.,	an	earthquake)	or	by	a	sudden	increase	in	weight	and	pore	water	pressure	(e.g.,	after	soaking	
of	 the	 soil	 by	 heavy	 rains).	 	 The	 initial	movement	 of	 a	 flow	 is	 enhanced	 by	 steep	 topography	 and	 lack	 of	
vegetation,	 but	 once	 mobilized,	 flows	 can	 spread	 over	 gently	 sloping	 terrain.	 	 Debris	 flows	 cannot	 be	
forecasted,	but	the	susceptibility	for	formation	of	debris	flows	on	a	given	site	can	be	estimated.	

Landfill	 projects	 can	be	 developed	 in	 a	manner	 that	protects	 site	workers	 and	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 landfill	
operation	 from	 potentially	 initiated	 debris	 flows.	 	 Accordingly,	 the	 potential	 for	 debris	 flow	 at	 Gregory	
Canyon	 was	 evaluated	 and	 design	 features	 were	 incorporated	 into	 the	 design	 of	 the	 landfill	 to	 provide	
protection	for	the	public.	
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Study	of	 the	Gregory	Canyon	site	 indicated	that	potential	debris‐flow	sources	are	 found	in	three	“hanging”	
basins6	 that	drain	 the	western	 summit	of	Gregory	Mountain.	 	The	most	effective	measure	 to	minimize	 the	
impact	 from	a	debris	 flow	is	 the	natural	development	of	vegetation	within	the	drainage	basins;	and	where	
vegetation	 is	 not	 sufficient	 to	 constrain	 debris	 flow,	 diversion	 structures	 can	 be	 provided	 to	 direct	 flows	
away	from	population/activities	that	might	be	adversely	affected.		There	are	three	drainage	basins	within	the	
Gregory	Canyon	site.		Of	these,	Basin	1	has	a	large	amount	of	bare	rock	exposure,	with	modest	development	
of	vegetation	along	the	centerline	of	its	tributaries.	 	Basins	2	and	3	also	have	some	areas	where	bare	rocks	
are	exposed,	but	overall	are	more	densely	and	evenly	vegetated	than	Basin	1.	

Maintenance	of	the	vegetation	in	Basins	2	and	3	would	provide	sufficient	protection	from	debris	flows.		For	
Basin	1,	where	there	 is	 less	vegetation,	 the	provision	of	diversion	structure(s)	prior	to	the	start	of	grading	
activities	where	debris	flow	risk	is	anticipated	has	been	recommended.		With	maintenance	of	site	vegetation	
in	Basins	2	and	3,	and	the	construction	of	a	diversion	structure	in	Basin	1,	impacts	from	potential	debris	flow	
would	not	be	adverse.			

Mitigation Measures 

Significant	adverse	effects	relative	to	debris	flow	would	not	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	GS‐5:	 	Landfill	settlement	of	the	final	closure	cap	would	avoid	significant	
adverse	effects	regarding	drainage	or	damage	to	landfill	control	systems.			

Refuse	settlement	in	sanitary	landfills	can	occur	during	the	post‐closure	maintenance	period,	with	effects	on	
final	grades	and	run‐off	control.	 	For	 this	reason	and	others,	under	state	and	 federal	 landfill	 regulations,	a	
Final	Closure	and	Post‐closure	Maintenance	Plan	must	be	submitted	to	the	appropriate	regulatory	agencies	
two	years	prior	to	the	anticipated	closure	date	for	a	landfill.		The	recommended	final	cover	for	the	landfill	at	
Gregory	Canyon,	along	with	related	site	closure	provisions,	is	discussed	in	subsection	3.4	of	this	EIS.		During	
landfilling	activities	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site,	most	of	the	soils	would	be	removed	during	the	excavation,	
compression	of	 the	rock	remaining	below	the	refuse	 fill	would	be	negligible;	and	settlement	of	 the	 landfill	
would	occur	due	to	compression	and	decomposition	of	the	refuse	fill	and	movement	of	soils	into	the	voids	
within	the	refuse.		

The	 JTD	 for	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 Landfill	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 settlement	 that	 could	 occur	 at	 the	
landfill	site	during	the	30‐year	period	following	landfill	closure.		The	analysis	considered	the	following	
factors:	 	(1)	the	initial	refuse	density	or	solid/void	ratio,	(2)	the	overall	density	of	the	refuse	prism	or	
ratio	 of	 refuse	 to	 daily	 cover	 soil,	 (3)	 the	 content	 of	 decomposable	 materials	 in	 the	 refuse,	 (4)	 the	
thickness	of	refuse	lifts	and	total	height	of	the	refuse	prism,	(5)	the	refuse	prism	stress	history,	(6)	the	
time	 elapsed	 since	 each	 individual	 lift	 was	 placed,	 and	 (7)	 environmental	 factors	 such	 as	 moisture	
content,	 temperature,	 and	 gas	 content.	 	 The	 analysis	 concluded	 that	 the	 total	 potential	 settlement	
during	 a	 30‐year	 post‐closure	period	 could	 be	 as	much	as	60	 feet	 in	 the	 southern	half	 of	 the	 landfill	

																																																													
6		 In	 the	 sense	 used	 here,	 the	 term	 basin	 refers	 to	 the	 area	 that	 contributes	 overland	 flow	 to	 a	 given	 stream	 segment.	 	The	 term	

"hanging"	basin	refers	to	a	basin	that	drains	from	a	cliff	or	very	steep	slope.	
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prism.		However,	the	required	maintenance	program	can	accommodate	efficient	drainage	off	the	site	for	
this	 level	of	 settlement.	 	Further,	a	design	 feature	 requiring	preparation	of	periodic	 topographic	 surveys	
and	 regular	 visual	 inspections	 to	 identify	damage	 to	 the	 final	 cover	or	 gas	 control	 systems,	with	 repair	of	
damages	identified	would	be	implemented.		Therefore,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	relative	to	settlement	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	 Statement	 Gregory	 GS‐6:	 	 The	 ancillary	 structures/road/bridge	 would	 be	 designed	 in	 a	
manner	 that	 ensures	 their	 safety	 such	 that	 they	would	not	pose	a	 threat	 to	 the	public.	 Significant	
adverse	effects	related	to	this	criterion	would	not	occur.					

As	 described	 above	 for	 the	 general	 landfill	 activities,	 landfills	 are	 designed	 pursuant	 to	 federal	 and	 state	
standards.	 	Further,	structures	would	be	subject	 to	the	provisions	of	 the	County	Building	Code.	 	Standards	
established	therein	are	provided	to	meet	acceptable	protection	of	 the	public	 from	structural	 failure	due	to	
soil	conditions	and/or	seismic	activity.		Therefore,	impacts	associated	with	proposed	structures	would	not	be	
adverse.			

The	 design	 of	 the	 landfill	 at	 Gregory	 Canyon	 has	 included	 studies	 that	 address	 the	 soil	 conditions	 and	
concluded	that	specified	design	proposals	would	meet	the	standards,	and	no	reconfiguration	of	site	features	
would	be	needed	to	achieve	compliance	with	regulations.		Discussion	of	studies	performed	follows.	

Ancillary Facilities at the Foot of the Canyon 

The	 ancillary	 facilities	 at	 the	 foot	 of	 the	 canyon	would	 be	 constructed	 over	 an	 alluvial	wedge,	where	 soil	
liquefaction	potential	would	exist	in	the	event	of	strong	seismic	shaking.		Therefore,	studies	were	performed	
to	 evaluate	 potential	 impacts	 regarding	 liquefaction	 that	 were	 based	 on	 drilling	 and	 sampling	 at	 four	
locations	 within	 the	 alluvial	 wedge	 to	 a	 depth	 of	 50	feet.	 	 The	 soil	 sampling	 indicated	 that	 the	 soils	
encountered	 are	 mostly	 silty	 sands	 and	 clayey	 sands	 with	 14	 to	 45	 percent	 silt	 and	 clay	 content	 at	 the	
locations	tested.	

The	 liquefaction	 susceptibility	 of	 these	 alluvial	 soils	 was	 evaluated	 by	 a	 calculation	 which	 divides	 the	
theoretical	susceptibility	of	the	site	soils	to	liquefaction	by	the	resistance	to	liquefaction	expected	to	indicate	
the	factor	of	safety.		The	lowest	calculated	factor	of	safety	at	four	sampled	locations	was	1.30,	with	higher	
values	at	 the	other	 locations.	 	 For	 liquefaction	hazards,	 factors	of	 safety	 ranging	 from	1.25	 to	1.5	are	
generally	 considered	 acceptable	 and	 within	 the	 standard	 of	 practice.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 liquefaction	
susceptibility	 of	 the	 alluvial	 wedge	 at	 the	 location	 of	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 is	 low,	 and	 significant	
adverse	effects	would	not	occur.			
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Access Road and Bridge 

A	foundation	investigation	was	conducted	for	construction	of	the	access	road	and	bridge	over	the	San	Luis	
Rey	 River	 (GLA,	 1999).	 	 The	 earth	 materials	 encountered	 in	 borings	 drilled	 in	 this	 area	 consist	 of	
predominantly	 granular	 alluvium	 and	 fine‐grained	 overbank	 deposits	 overlying	 the	 granitic	 bedrock.		
Colluvium	overlies	 the	bedrock	 in	areas	outside	of	 the	San	Luis	Rey	alluvial	 channel.	 	Review	of	a	 seismic	
refraction	 survey	 across	 the	 river	 at	 the	 bridge	 crossing	 identified	 unweathered	 bedrock	 at	 depths	 of	
between	66	feet	(on	the	southeast)	and	97	feet	(on	the	northwest).	

The	 foundation	 investigation	provided	conclusions	and	recommendations	 for	pier	design	and	construction	
including	 foundations,	 seismic	 design	 criteria,	 settlement,	 lateral	 loads,	 and	 corrosion	 protection.	 	 The	
investigation	 also	 evaluated	 lateral	 earth	 pressures	 for	 abutment	walls	 and	wing	walls	 below	 the	 bridge,	
slope	stability	of	proposed	embankment	fill	slopes	along	the	access	road,	a	preliminary	pavement	design	for	
the	anticipated	heavy	traffic	 loads,	and	earthwork	guidelines.	 	The	analysis	determined	that	because	of	the	
dense	to	very	dense	nature	of	the	alluvium	at	the	site,	potential	liquefaction	and	dynamic	compaction	from	
soil	densification	during	earthquakes	are	not	considered	adverse.	 	The	design	of	 the	bridge	 is	adequate	 to	
meet	the	safety	standards	that	could	occur	due	to	ground	shaking	from	nearby	and	distant	earthquakes.	

The	most	recent	design	of	the	bridge	includes	minor	modifications	that	were	under	consideration	at	the	time	
of	the	previous	studies.	 	The	current	design	reduces	the	length	of	the	bridge	from	681	feet	to	640	feet,	and	
replaces	the	previous	five	large	diameter	piers	with	five	sets	of	two	piles	each	(for	a	total	of	ten	piles).		The	
current	design	 is	substantially	similar	to	the	earlier	design	and	the	geologic	conditions	and	seismic	setting	
are	the	same	as	previous.		At	the	time	that	building	permits	are	required	prior	to	the	onset	of	construction,	
evaluation	of	the	bridge	for	seismic	safety	would	be	required	for	approval.		Based	on	the	previous	design,	it	
can	be	concluded,	with	minor	modifications	if	needed,	the	current	bridge	would	meet	the	safety	standards.	

SDG&E Towers 

The	 development	 of	 the	 landfill	 at	 Gregory	 Canyon	 includes	 the	 relocation	 of	 two	 electrical	 transmission	
towers	 on	 the	 slope	 on	 the	 east	 site	 of	 the	 site.	 	 These	 structures	would	 be	 designed	pursuant	 to	 County	
Building	 Codes;	 and	 SDG&E	 design	 guidelines.7	 	 A	 specific	 geotechnical	 investigation	 has	 not	 yet	 been	
performed	at	the	relocation	sites	of	the	transmission	towers.		However,	reconnaissance	geologic	mapping	of	
the	relocation	sites	indicates	that	the	new	locations	would	be	founded	into	the	leucogranodiorite	bedrock	of	
Gregory	Mountain.		This	formation	is	considered	suitable	for	the	towers	and	design	of	stable	foundations	is	
not	likely	to	be	a	concern.	

Mitigation Measures 

Protection	 of	 the	 new	 structures	 would	 be	 assured	 through	 appropriate	 site	 design	 considerations,	 in	
accordance	with	state	and	County	regulations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

																																																													
7		 SDG&E,	a	Sempra	Energy	company.		Revised	April	2009.		Guide	for	Encroachment	–	SDG&E	Transmission	Rights	of	Way.	



4.7  Geology and Soils    December 2012 

 

U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Los	Angeles	District	 Gregory	Canyon	Landfill		
	

	 4.7‐18	 	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	known	mineral	resource	that	would	be	of	value	to	the	region	and	
the	residents	of	the	state;	or	

 Result	 in	 the	 loss	of	availability	of	a	 locally	 important	mineral	resource	recovery	site	delineated	on	a	
local	general	plan,	specific	plan,	or	other	land	use	plan.	

Impact	Statement	Gregory	GS‐7:		Implementation	of	the	landfill	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site	would	not	
result	in	the	loss	of	valued	mineral	resources.	No	significant	adverse	effects	related	to	this	criterion	
would	occur.	

Landfill	construction	would	involve	the	excavation	of	on‐site	soils/minerals,	the	placement	of	waste	debris	
on	 top	of	existing	soils/minerals,	and	the	construction	of	ancillary	 facilities,	new	roads/bridge	and	control	
systems.	 	 Excavation	 and	 the	 placement	 of	 new	 facilities	 would	 affect	 access	 to	 existing	minerals	 on	 the	
Gregory	Canyon	site.	 	However,	the	minerals	do	not	constitute	mineral	resources	that	would	be	of	value	to	
the	region	and	the	residents	of	 the	state.	 	The	tonalite	of	Gregory	Canyon	could	be	considered	a	 low‐value	
mineral	resource,	as	a	source	of	dimension	stone	or	crushed	gravel.		Landfill	development	would	limit	access	
to	this	resource,	but	this	rock	type	is	abundant	in	the	Southern	California	batholith	and	development	of	the	
landfill	would	not	materially	 affect	 its	 availability	within	 the	County.	 	As	part	 of	 the	Applicant’s	Proposed	
Alternative,	 some	of	 the	excavated	rock	materials	 from	the	 landfill	 footprint	would	be	processed	and	used	
on‐site	(i.e.,	crushed)	avoiding	the	need	to	import	such	materials	from	other	locations.			

Further,	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 components	 at	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 site	would	 not	 impact	 sand	 and	 gravel	
materials	contained	 in	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River.	 	Mineral	resources	 located	 in	 the	San	Luis	Rey	River	would	
continue	to	be	preserved	under	the	MRZ‐2	designation	which	encompasses	 large	segments	of	 the	San	Luis	
Rey	River.		Off	site	locations	would	not	be	impacted,	and	construction	of	the	bridge	over	the	river	bed	would	
not	preclude	access	to	such	resources	within	the	river	bed.		The	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	
impact	the	operation	of	existing	sand	and	gravel	mining	operations	or	affect	the	development	of	future	sand	
and	gravel	mining	operations	 in	 the	area.	 	The	Fenton	Sand	Mine	 formerly	 located	 in	 the	Gregory	Canyon	
vicinity,	north	of	 SR	76	 is	no	 longer	being	mined;	and	 the	proposed	 landfill	 activities	would	not	affect	 the	
potential	 to	resume	mining	at	 that	site	should	 it	be	desired	 in	the	future.	 	No	significant	adverse	effects	to	
mineral	resources	on	the	site	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 regarding	 the	 loss	 of	 valued	mineral	 resources	would	 occur.	 	 No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	 Statement	Gregory	GS‐8:	 	Potential	 consumption	of	 soil	 resources	would	be	 limited	due	 to	
limited	 demand,	 the	 processing	 of	 on‐site	 materials	 and/or	 the	 use	 of	 ADC.	 	 Operation	 of	 the	
Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative	would	not	have	significant	adverse	effects	on	the	availability	of	soil	
resources.			
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Development	and	operation	of	the	landfill	would	include	the	excavation	of	soil	materials	and	the	use	of	soil	
materials	for	the	containment	system,	project	operations	and	final	cover.	 	The	balance	of	soil	available	and	
required	 would	 affect	 the	 availability	 of	 soil	 resources	 otherwise	 available	 in	 the	 region	 and/or	 have	
implications	 regarding	 the	 need	 to	 export	 or	 import	 such	 resources.	 	 However,	 the	 Applicant’s	 Proposed	
Alternative	 would	 not	 require	 the	 importation	 of	 soil	 materials	 and	 therefore,	 would	 not	 diminish	 the	
availability	of	such	resources.	

The	landfill’s	soil	requirement	would	be	approximately	14.1	mcy	for	operations	during	the	life	of	the	landfill.		
Landfill	development	would	include	the	excavation	of	approximately	7.9	mcy	of	soil,	of	which	approximately	
4.9	 mcy	 would	 consist	 of	 topsoil,	 alluvium/colluvium,	 weathered	 bedrock	 and	 rippable	 hard	 rock	 from	
within	the	 landfill	 footprint	that	would	be	suitable	 for	cover	material	with	 limited	processing	required.	 	 In	
addition	 to	 the	 4.9	 mcy	 available	 with	 limited	 processing,	 there	 is	 1.3	 mcy	 of	 soil	 material	 available	 for	
excavation	 in	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 A	 and	 3.2	mcy	 in	 Borrow/Stockpile	 Area	 B	 for	 a	 total	 of	 9.4	mcy	 of	
material	that	would	be	available	on‐site.	

The	approximately	9.4	mcy	of	material	that	would	be	available	on‐site	would	result	in	a	shortfall	of	readily	
useable	material	over	the	life	of	the	landfill	of	4.7	mcy.		This	shortfall	would	be	offset	by	the	use	of	alternative	
daily	cover	(ADC),	fill	sequencing	to	minimize	cover	needs,	some	additional	crushing	of	hard	rock,	and	reuse	
of	materials	from	demolition	of	the	former	dairy	facilities.	 	Rock	crushing	would	render	a	finished	product	
which	meets	a	6	inch	minus	or	smaller	size	quantity,	with	a	relatively	uniform	size	distribution.		The	finished	
product	may	also	be	blended	with	finer‐grained	earthen	material	obtained	from	the	alluvial	deposits	within	
the	refuse	footprint	and	the	borrow/stockpile	areas.	

Using	these	methods,	the	daily	and	intermediate	cover	material	would	meet	CCR	Title	27	requirements	for	
minimization	 of	 surface	 water	 infiltration	 and	 to	 provide	 odor,	 litter	 and	 fire	 control	 as	 well	 as	 prevent	
scavenging.	 	 Therefore,	 with	 the	 use	 of	 ADC	 and	 the	 processing	 of	 materials	 on	 site,	 no	 importation	 of	
materials	 would	 be	 needed	 to	meet	 the	 daily	 or	 intermediate	 cover	 requirements.	 	 As	 potentially	 usable	
resources	 on‐site	would	 be	 used	 for	 daily	 cover,	 and	 no	 soil	 resources	would	 need	 to	 be	 imported,	 there	
would	be	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	the	reduction	of	available	soil	resources	in	the	region.			

Mitigation Measures 

Significant	 adverse	 effects	 regarding	 the	 availability	 of	 soil	 resources	 would	 not	 occur.	 	 No	 mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	

4.7.4  NO FEDERAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.7.4.1  Affected Environment  

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	generally	represents	existing	conditions	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site.		Minor	
earthmoving	could	occur	for	the	enhancement	of	areas	along	with	vegetation	activities	for	habitat	restoration	
and	 the	 creation	 of	 a	 conservation	 bank.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 affected	 environment	 for	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	
Alternative	 is	 the	 same	 as	 that	 for	 the	Applicant’s	 Proposed	Alternative.	 	 Refer	 to	 subsection	4.7.3.1	 for	 a	
detailed	description	of	the	affected	environment	for	geology	and	soils	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site.			
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4.7.4.2  Design Features  

Activities	 that	 would	 occur	 under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	 would	 meet	 applicable	 regulatory	
requirements.	 	 The	proposed	biological	 conservation	bank	would	 include	 removal	 of	 invasive	 species	 and	
vegetation	 planting	 on	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 site.	 	 If	 grading	 were	 to	 involve	 the	 use	 of	 earth‐moving	
equipment	within	 the	 aqueduct	 easement,	 appropriate	precautions	would	be	 taken	 to	protect	 the	existing	
pipelines,	 such	 as	 the	 placement	 of	 reinforced	 concrete	 slabs	 over	 the	 aqueduct	 easement,	 or	 equivalent	
measures.			

4.7.4.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Placement	of	a	structure	to	be	used	for	human	occupancy	over	or	within	50	feet	of	the	trace	of	an	
Alquist‐Priolo	fault	or	County	Special	Study	Zone	fault.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	GS‐1:		The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	is	not	subject	to	ground	
rupture	that	would	effects	site	activities	associated	with	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative.		Adverse	
effects	related	to	this	criterion	would	not	occur.	

Under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	site	conditions	are	equivalent	to	those	described	for	the	Applicant’s	
Proposed	 Alternative,	 where	 there	 are	 no	 faults	 located	 on	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 site,	 and	 the	 site	 is	 not	
located	 within	 an	 Alquist‐Priolo	 Fault	 Zone.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 potential	 for	 impacts	 due	 to	 ground	 rupture	
would	be	the	same	as	described	above	for	the	Applicant’s	Proposed	Alternative,	and	would	not	be	adverse.			

Mitigation Measures 

Adverse	effects	regarding	ground	rupture	would	not	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Strong	seismic	ground	shaking;	

- Seismic‐related	ground	failure,	including	liquefaction;	

- Landslides/rockfall;	or	

- Mudflow/debris	flows;		
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 Be	located	on	a	geologic	unit	or	soil	that	is	unstable,	or	that	would	become	unstable	as	a	result	of	the	
alternative,	and	potentially	result	in	on‐	or	off‐site	landslide,	lateral	spreading,	subsidence,	liquefaction,	
or	collapse;	or	

 Be	located	on	expansive	soil	creating	substantial	risks	to	life	or	property.	

Impact	 Statement	 No	 Federal	 Action	 GS‐2:	 	 No	 adverse	 effects	 are	 expected	 due	 to	
instability/landslide	associated	with	the	geologic/soil	conditions	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site.	

Under	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	a	 landfill	would	not	be	constructed.	 	While	minor	grading	would	
take	place	for	habitat	enhancement,	there	would	be	no	material	change	in	landform	and	there	would	be	no	
activities	likely	to	induce	landslide	(i.e.	no	cutting	of	slopes,	blasting,	etc.)		The	grading	and	vegetation	plans	
for	the	No	Federal	Action	alternative	would	be	designed	to	protect	the	integrity	of,	and	provide	stabilization	
for	the	final	land	forms.	Therefore,	under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	adverse	impacts	associated	with	
slope	instability/landslides	would	not	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

Adverse	impacts	relative	to	stability	would	not	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	GS‐3:	 	The	site	activities	associated	with	the	alternative	would	
not	subject	population	to	rockfall	hazards.	

As	was	noted	for	the	landfill	project	at	Gregory	Canyon,	the	east	flank	of	Gregory	Canyon	has	the	potential	for	
rockfall	from	hillside	boulders.		However,	under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	the	only	notable	change	in	
site	conditions	would	be	associated	with	development	and	maintenance	of	a	conservation	bank	that	would	
not	 generate	 site	 activity,	 (e.g.	 cutting	and	 filling,	blasting,	 etc.)	 that	might	 trigger	an	unstable	 rock	 to	 fall.		
Furthermore,	 there	would	 only	 be	 limited	 numbers	 of	 people	 on	 the	 site,	 involved	with	 construction	 and	
periodic	 maintenance	 of	 the	 conservation	 bank.	 	 Therefore,	 under	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative,	 no	
impacts	associated	with	rockfall	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	impacts	relative	to	rockfall	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	 Statement	 No	 Federal	 Action	 GS‐4:	 	 The	 No	 Federal	 Action	 Alternative	would	 not	 subject	
people	to	debris	flow	hazards.		No	adverse	effect	would	occur.		

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	not	 include	a	regular	on‐site	population	that	would	be	subject	to	
the	effects	of	debris	flow.		Further,	occasional	site	visitors,	e.g.	maintenance	personnel,	would	likely	visit	the	
site	during	times	when	threat	from	debris	flow	is	lower.		The	creation	of	a	conservation	bank	would	include	
vegetation	enhancement	designed	 to	maintain	 the	 integrity	of	 the	site	 for	passive	use.	 	Therefore,	adverse	
impacts	associated	with	debris	flow	would	not	occur.			
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Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	effects	relative	to	debris	flow	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	GS‐5:	 	Land	contouring	under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
would	avoid	adverse	effects	regarding	drainage	and	erosion.			

The	 plans	 for	 vegetation	 enhancement	 would	 be	 designed	 to	 protect	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 ecosystem.	 	 No	
grading	would	occur	to	create	better	connectivity	between	the	San	Luis	Rey	River	and	upland	areas	as	would	
occur	 under	 the	 HRRMP.	 	 However,	 the	 conservation	 bank	 would	 not	 generate	 flood/erosion	 effects.		
Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	impacts	regarding	land	contouring	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	GS‐6:		There	would	be	no	threat	to	public	safety	associated	with	
structures	under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	that	would	be	subject	to	seismic	effects.	

With	 implementation	of	 the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative,	 there	would	be	no	structures	developed	on	the	
site,	no	site	activity	requiring	the	use	of	structures,	and	the	electrical	transmission	towers	would	remain	in	
their	existing	locations.		Therefore,	there	would	be	no	adverse	impacts	related	to	the	safety	of	structures.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	adverse	impacts	regarding	new	structures	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	known	mineral	resource	that	would	be	of	value	to	the	region	and	
the	residents	of	the	state;	or	

 Result	 in	 the	 loss	of	availability	of	a	 locally	 important	mineral	resource	recovery	site	delineated	on	a	
local	general	plan,	specific	plan,	or	other	land	use	plan.	

Impact	Statement	No	Federal	Action	GS‐7:		Implementation	of	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	at	the	
Gregory	Canyon	site	would	not	result	in	the	loss	of	valued	mineral	resources.			

The	development	of	a	conservation	bank	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site	under	the	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	
would	involve	only	surficial	grading	of	the	site	soils	and	would	not	preclude	future	access	to	geological	and	
soil	units	on	the	site.	 	Further,	the	soils	and	geologic	units	on	the	site	are	not	considered	valued	resources.		
Earth	materials	that	might	be	marginally	useful	as	a	source	of	dimension	stone	or	crushed	gravel	could	still	
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be	accessed	in	the	future	if	desired;	and	are	an	abundant	resource	in	the	region.		Accordingly,	the	No	Federal	
Action	Alternative	would	have	no	adverse	effects	on	access	to	mineral	resources.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	 impacts	 relative	 to	 the	 loss	 of	 valued	 mineral	 resources	 would	 occur.	 	 No	 mitigation	 measures	 are	
proposed.	

Impact	 Statement	 No	 Federal	 Action	 GS‐8:	 	 Site	 activities	 associated	 with	 the	 No	 Federal	 Action	
Alternative	would	 not	 required	 the	 consumption	 of	 soil	 resources	 and	 therefore	would	 not	 have	
adverse	affects	on	the	availability	such	resources.			

The	No	Federal	Action	Alternative	would	include	surficial	grading	and	contouring	of	the	terrain	to	provide	at	
suitable	 base	 for	 its	 proposed	 vegetation	 enhancements	 and	would	 not	 require	 importation	 of	 new	 soils.		
Therefore,	there	would	be	no	impact	on	the	availability	of	soil	materials	in	the	region.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	impacts	regarding	soil	resources	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

4.7.5  ASPEN ROAD ALTERNATIVE  

4.7.5.1  Affected Environment  

Topography and Geologic Units 

The	Aspen	Road	site	consists	of	moderately	rugged	and	steep	natural	slopes,	with	typical	slope	inclinations	
on	the	order	of	2H:1V	or	flatter.		The	site	slopes	from	higher	elevations	on	the	east	to	lower	elevations	on	the	
west	and	south.		Site	elevations	range	from	approximately	1,475	feet	amsl	near	the	eastern	site	boundary	to	
approximately	820	feet	amsl	in	the	Rainbow	Creek	Drainage	at	the	southern	portion	of	the	site.	

The	site	is	primarily	underlain	by	crystalline	igneous	rock	classified	as	a	gabbro,	covered	by	a	thin	veneer	of	
alluvium/colluvium	 in	 the	 bottom	 of	 canyons	 and	 along	 the	 lower	 slopes.	 	 GCI	 describes	 the	
alluvium/colluvium	as	clayey	silt,	silty	clay	and	sandy	silt	with	varying	amounts	of	gravel,	cobbles,	and	locally	
boulders	(GCI,	1990).		Decomposed	gabbro,	granodiorite	dikes,	older	fanglomerate	and	debris	flow	deposits	
are	also	located	on	site	(GCI,	1990).		As	reported	by	GCI	(1990),	the	gabbro	encountered	at	the	Aspen	Road	
site	varies	from	hard	to	very	deeply	weathered,	with	the	latter	dominant	at	shallower	depths.		The	depth	of	
hard	 rock	 at	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 site,	 defined	 by	 GCI	 as	 rippable	 conditions	 using	 correlations	 to	 seismic	
velocities,	ranged	from	25	feet	along	the	steeper	flanking	hillsides	up	to	80	feet	in	the	north‐central	portion	
of	the	site	(GCI,	1990).	
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Mineral Resources 

The	Aspen	Road	site	is	not	zoned	as	an	MRZ‐2	zone	intended	to	preserve	valuable	mineral	resources	by	the	
California	Department	 of	 Conservation,	Division	 of	Mines	 and	Geology;	 and	 therefore,	 is	 not	 located	 in	 an	
area	designated	as	having	mineral	resources.	

The	 site	 has	 limited	 soil	 and	 weathered	 rock	 that	 would	 not	 be	 considered	 of	 a	 quality	 to	 serve	 as	 a	
valuable/unique	 resource	 for	meeting	off‐site	 soil	needs	 in	 the	County.	 	 Further,	 the	 site	does	not	 contain	
known	mineral	resources	such	as	gems.	

Faulting and Seismicity  

No	known	active	faults	exist	in	the	general	site	area;	and	the	site	does	not	lie	within	an	Alquist	Priolo	Zone.8		
The	nearest	active	fault	to	the	site	is	the	Elsinore	fault	zone,	located	approximately	4.3	miles	northeast	of	the	
site.	 	As	discussed	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	site,	this	fault	extends	150	miles	from	the	Mexican	border	to	the	
northern	 edge	 of	 the	 Santa	 Ana	Mountains.	 	 Several	 earthquakes	 of	magnitude	 greater	 than	 5	 have	 been	
generated	 along	 the	 Elsinore	 and	 associated	 faults	 within	 this	 zone	 during	 the	 last	 200	 years,	 the	 most	
notable	being	the	1910	ML	6	which	was	centered	in	the	Temescal	Valley,	northwest	of	Lake	Elsinore.		Seismic	
shaking	 at	 the	 site	 would	 be	 typical	 of	 that	 occurring	 in	 the	 region,	 and	 potentially	 greater	 than	 at	 the	
Gregory	Canyon	site	due	to	the	site’s	closer	proximity	to	the	Elsinore	fault	zone.	

4.7.5.2  Design Features  

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	be	designed	to	meet	regulatory	requirements.		It	would	comply	with	CCR	
Title	 27	 requirements,	 including	 3H:1V	maximum	 landfill	 fill	 slope	 inclinations	 and	 a	 3	 percent	minimum	
landfill	 final	cover	grade.	 	The	conceptual	designs	for	the	site	also	incorporate	standard	design	features	for	
Southern	California	landfills,	including	2H:1V	excavation	slope	inclinations	and	a	2	percent	minimum	landfill	
base	 liner	grade.	 	Further,	 the	alternative	would	have	other	standard	 landfill	components,	similar	 to	 those	
described	for	the	landfill	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site	above.		These	include	maintenance	of	natural	vegetation,	
inspection	of	 facilities	after	seismic	events,	a	monitoring	and	maintenance	program	for	 the	 final	cover	and	
gas	control	systems,	and	design	of	landfill	structures	by	a	qualified	engineer	to	withstand	the	MPE.		As	with	
Gregory	Canyon,	protection	would	be	provided	for	the	aqueduct	pipelines	that	pass	through	the	alternative	
site	(e.g.	the	use	of	reinforced	concrete	slabs	placed	over	the	easement).			

																																																													
8		 California	 Geological	 Survey,	 Alquist‐Priolo	 Earthquake	 Maps,	 http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/download/ap/pdf/PALA.PDF;	

accessed	January	31,	2012.	
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4.7.5.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Placement	of	a	structure	to	be	used	for	human	occupancy	over	or	within	50	feet	of	the	trace	of	an	
Alquist‐Priolo	fault	or	County	Special	Study	Zone	fault.	

Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 GS‐1:	 	 The	 alternative	 site	 is	 not	 subject	 to	 ground	 rupture	 that	would	
undermine	the	 integrity	of	the	 landfill	facilities.	 	Significant	adverse	effects	related	to	this	criterion	
would	not	occur.			

According	to	the	California	Geological	Survey,	there	are	no	faults	located	on	the	alternative	site,	and	the	site	
is	not	located	within	an	Alquist‐Priolo	Fault	Zone.		No	active,	faults	have	been	identified	within	the	area,	and,	
therefore,	under	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative,	no	significant	adverse	effects	from	ground	rupture	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

Significant	adverse	effects	regarding	ground	rupture	would	not	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significantly	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Strong	seismic	ground	shaking;	

- Seismic‐related	ground	failure,	including	liquefaction;	

- Landslides/rockfall;	or	

- Mudflow/debris	flows;		

 Be	located	on	a	geologic	unit	or	soil	that	is	unstable,	or	that	would	become	unstable	as	a	result	of	the	
alternative,	and	potentially	result	in	on‐	or	off‐site	landslide,	lateral	spreading,	subsidence,	liquefaction,	
or	collapse;	or	

 Be	located	on	expansive	soil	creating	substantial	risks	to	life	or	property.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	GS‐2:		No	significant	adverse	effects	are	expected	due	to	instability/landslide	
associated	with	the	geologic/soil	conditions	at	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site.	

Construction	and	operation	of	a	landfill	at	the	Aspen	Road	site	would	require	excavation	activities	requiring	
cuts	 to	 existing	 slopes,	 re‐contouring	 of	 the	 land	 and	 creation	 of	 new	 stockpile	 slopes.	 	 The	 conceptual	
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excavation	 plan	 prepared	 for	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 Alternative	 includes	 cut	 slopes	 with	 inclinations	 of	 2H:1V,	
maximum	landfill	fill	slope	inclinations	of	3H:1V;	and	a	3	percent	minimum	landfill	final	cover	grade.	

The	average	excavation	depth	is	on	the	order	of	20	to	70	feet,	with	a	localized	maximum	excavation	depth	of	
approximately	100	feet.		A	60‐foot	high	engineered	fill	berm	is	included	in	the	conceptual	plan	at	the	lower	
end	of	the	canyon	to	increase	stability	and	airspace,	while	providing	some	area	for	landfill	facilities	at	the	toe	
of	the	landfill	and	reducing	earthwork	activities	in	the	blue	line	drainage.		The	conceptual	borrow/stockpile	
areas	 encompass	 approximately	 16.7	 acres	 located	 east	 and	west	 of	 the	 landfill	 area.	 	 Stockpiles	 in	 these	
potential	areas	could	have	a	height	on	the	order	of	50	to	100	feet	above	existing	grades.	

Landfill	activities	are	required	to	be	carried	out	under	regulatory	requirements	that	protect	the	public	from	
unsafe	 conditions	 arising	 from	 a	 lack	 of	 stability	 of	 the	 ground	 underlying	 the	 land‐filling	 and	 worker	
activities.	 	 The	 regulations	 set	 design	 parameters	 which	 are	 dependent	 on	 the	 soil	 and	 geology	
characteristics,	slopes	of	earthen	materials	and	landfill	activities.		Analyses	and	design	calculations	would	be	
included	in	the	JTD	that	must	be	submitted	as	part	of	the	permitting	activities	for	the	landfill	project.	 	The	
analyses	 evaluate	 the	ability	of	 land	 forms	 to	 resist	 stress	 impacts	and	maintain	 their	 integrity	versus	 the	
stresses	 that	may	 be	 imposed	 due	 to	 natural	 or	 human	 activity.	 	 So	 long	 as	 the	 site	 conditions	would	 be	
sufficient	 to	 off‐set	 the	 maximum	 stresses	 expected,	 a	 site	 would	 be	 safe.	 	 Notwithstanding,	 the	 state	
regulations	require	that	the	site	design	provide		a	minimum	factor	of	safety	of	1.5	and/or	meet	other	design	
specifications	that	are	sufficient	to	maintain	the	integrity	of	the	site.		As	further	example,	County	excavation	
standards	limit	slopes	to	2H:1V.9		Since	grading	operations	at	the	site	would	remove	all	loose	soils	from	the	
footprint	of	the	landfill,	liquefaction	or	potential	harm	associated	with	expansive	soils,	should	such	potential	
be	 present,	 would	 not	 occur	 within	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 Therefore,	 appropriate	 design	 measures	 are	
required	to	ensure	the	public	safety;	and	significant	adverse	impacts	to	public	would	be	avoided,	as	would	be	
demonstrated	in	the	JTD	for	a	landfill	at	the	Aspen	Road	site.				

Protection,	such	as	the	use	of	reinforced	concrete	slabs,	would	also	be	provided	for	existing	pipelines	that	are	
located	within	 a	Metropolitan	Water	 District	 easement;	 and	which	would	 be	 crossed	 by	 a	 new	 2.25‐mile	
access	road	extending	from	the	intersection	of	Rainbow	Glen	Road	and	Oak	Crest	Road	to	the	landfill.		Such	
measures	would	 avoid	 significant	 adverse	 impacts	 to	 the	 pipelines.	 	 Vibration	 induced	 by	 blasting	 during	
landfill	construction	would	be	conducted	in	a	manner	that	would	avoid	adverse	effects	on	the	aqueduct.			

Mitigation Measures 

Significant	adverse	effects	regarding	site	stability	would	not	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	GS‐3:		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	include	design	features	to	protect	
on‐site	components	from	rockfalls	such	that	rockfalls	would	not	create	a	safety	risk	to	workers	and	
equipment,	or	to	the	landfill	development.		No	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

																																																													
9		 San	Diego	County	Grading,	Clearing	and	Watercourses	Ordinance,	Division	7,	Chapter	4,	Section	887.401.	
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Development	 of	 a	 landfill	 at	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 site	 would	 follow	 standard	 design	 features,	 consistent	 with	
regulatory	requirements	 to	protect	workers	 from	harm,	and	to	preserve	the	 integrity	of	 the	 landfill	prism.		
The	Aspen	Road	site	is	considered	to	have	a	similar	or	lesser	potential	for	rockfall	compared	to	the	Gregory	
Canyon	site	based	on	 the	 site	geology	and	a	 lesser	degree	of	observed	exposed	boulders	during	review	of	
aerial	 photography.	 	 However,	 design	 procedures	 such	 as	 the	 following	 could	 be	 included	 as	 needed:		
inspection	of	large	boulders	prior	to	development	of	an	area	of	the	landfill,	identification	of	rockfalls,	and	if	
needed	 use	 of	 catchment	 walls,	 or	 other	 equivalent	 measures	 for	 the	 protection	 of	 landfill	 workers	 and	
facilities.		The	Aspen	Road	site	does	not	present	unusual	site	conditions	regarding	rockfall	that	could	not	be	
addressed	 through	 standard	 landfill	 design	 procedures.	 	 Given	 the	 design	 features	 that	 would	 be	
implemented	at	this	alternative	site,	rockfalls	would	not	create	a	safety	risk	to	workers	and	equipment,	or	to	
the	landfill	development.		No	significant	adverse	rockfall	impacts	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	impacts	relative	to	rockfall	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	GS‐4:		The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	would	include	design	features	to	protect	
landfill	 components	 and	 workers	 from	 debris	 flows.	 	 Therefore,	 debris	 flow	 would	 not	 create	 a	
significant	adverse	effect	regarding	safety.	

Landfill	projects	can	be	developed	in	a	manner	that	protects	site	workers	and	the	integrity	of	the	landfill	
operation	 from	 potential	 debris	 flow	 events.	 	 Accordingly,	 design	 features	 would	 be	 identified	 and	
incorporated	into	the	overall	design	of	the	landfill	to	provide	adequate	protection,	if	needed.		Standard	
restraining	structures	for	the	control	of	debris	flow	impacts	could	be	implemented.							

Mitigation Measures 

Significant	adverse	impacts	regarding	debris	flow	would	not	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

Impact	 Statement	Aspen	GS‐5:	 	Landfill	 settlement	of	 the	 final	 closure	 cap	would	avoid	 significant	
adverse	effects	regarding	drainage	or	damage	to	landfill	control	systems.			

Refuse	settlement	in	sanitary	landfills	can	occur	during	the	post‐closure	maintenance	period,	with	effects	on	
final	grades	and	run‐off	control.		Under	state	and	federal	landfill	regulations,	a	Final	Closure	and	Post‐closure	
Maintenance	 Plan	 must	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	 appropriate	 regulatory	 agencies	 two	 years	 prior	 to	 the	
anticipated	 closure	date	 for	 a	 landfill.	 	 Compliance	with	 these	 regulations	would	avoid	 significant	 adverse	
effects	associated	with	final	grades	and	run‐off	control.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	settlement	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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Impact	Statement	Aspen	GS‐6:	 	Structures	at	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	would	be	designed	in	a	
manner	that	ensures	their	safety	such	that	they	would	not	pose	a	threat	to	the	public.		

A	landfill	at	the	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	would	include	the	development	of	new	structures,	such	as	a	fee	
booth	with	scales,	and	an	administrative/office	building.		New	roads	would	be	expected	to	be	constructed	at	
grade	with	 a	 culvert	 for	 conveyance	 of	 the	 Rainbow	Creek	Drainage.	 	 Detailed	 design	would	 evaluate	 the	
traffic	loading	on	the	culvert	and	avoid	potential	adverse	effects	to	it.	

As	described	above,	landfills	are	designed	pursuant	to	federal	and	state	standards.		Further,	structures	would	
be	 subject	 to	 the	 provisions	 of	 the	 County	 Building	 Code.	 	 Standards	 established	 therein	 are	 provided	 to	
provide	acceptable	public	protection	 from	structural	 failure	due	 to	soil	 conditions	and/or	seismic	activity.		
There	is	nothing	in	the	geology	and	soil	characteristics	on	the	site	selected	for	the	ancillary	facilities	that	are	
atypical	for	the	region,	nor	regularly	accommodated	through	standard	design	features.		Thus,	no	significant	
adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

Significant	adverse	effects	regarding	structures	would	not	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	known	mineral	resource	that	would	be	of	value	to	the	region	and	
the	residents	of	the	state;	or	

 Result	 in	 the	 loss	of	availability	of	a	 locally	 important	mineral	resource	recovery	site	delineated	on	a	
local	general	plan,	specific	plan,	or	other	land	use	plan.	

Impact	Statement	Aspen	GS‐7:	Mineral	resources	may	be	present	on	the	site.	Implementation	of	the		
alternative	could	result	in	the	loss	of	valued	mineral	resources.		However,	with	the	implementation	of	
mitigation,	no	significant	adverse	effect	would	result.		

The	Aspen	Road	Alternative	site	is	designated	MRZ‐3,	i.e.	with	“Potential	Mineral	Resource	Significance”	and	
therefore	 not	 necessarily	 considered	 a	 depository	 of	 valued	 mineral	 or	 soil	 resources.	 	 Further	 study	 is	
needed	to	determine	the	potential	for	mining	of	valued	mineral	resources	at	the	site.		If	such	resources	were	
present	and	not	mined,	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	mineral	resources	could	occur.	 	However,	use	of	the	
site	for	a	landfill	might	provide	an	avenue	to	excavate,	process	and	market	mineral	resources	in	conjunction	
with	the	excavation	that	is	needed	for	landfill	construction.		Such	excavation	would	benefit	the	region	and	the	
landfill	operator.		If	such	benefit	were	not	pursued,	landfill	activities	would	substantially	reduce	the	potential	
mining	value	of	 the	 site.	Therefore,	a	mitigation	measure	 is	proposed,	which	would	determine	 if	mineable	
resources	exist.		Because	the	site	is	designated	MRZ‐3,	there	would	be	no	significant	adverse	effect.			
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Mitigation Measures 

The	 following	mitigation	measure	 is	proposed	 to	minimize	adverse	effects	on	potentially	valuable	mineral	
resources:	

MM	Aspen	 ‐	GS‐1.	 	Mine	Mineral	Resources:	 	 Studies	 shall	 be	 performed	 to	 determine	whether	
there	 is	a	potential	 to	successfully	market	excavated	materials	at	 the	alternative	site.	 	 If	
present,	 the	 feasibility	 of	mining	marketable	 resources	 pursuant	 to	 requirements	 for	 a	
San	Diego	County	Major	Use	Permit	and	state	regulations	should	be	evaluated.	

Impact	 Statement	 Aspen	 GS‐8:	 	 Potential	 consumption	 of	 soil	 resources	would	 be	 limited	 due	 to	
limited	demand,	the	processing	of	on‐site	materials	and/or	the	use	of	ADC.	 	Operation	at	the	Aspen	
Road	Alternative	site	would	not	have	a	significant	adverse	affect	on	the	availability	of	soil	resources.			

Landfill	 operations	 would	 include	 the	 excavation	 of	 soil	 materials	 and	 the	 use	 of	 soil	 materials	 for	 the	
containment	system,	operations	and	final	cover.		The	balance	of	soil	available	and	required	would	affect	the	
availability	of	soil	resources	otherwise	available	in	the	region	and/or	have	implications	regarding	the	need	to	
export	 or	 import	 such	 resources.	 	 The	 total	 excavation	 volume	 is	 approximately	 10.0	 mcy,	 less	 1.0	 mcy	
utilized	for	the	engineered	fill	berm,	resulting	in	a	net	excavation	volume	of	approximately	9.0	mcy.		Based	on	
an	assumed	waste	to	soil	ratio	of	4:1	and	a	final	cover	soil	thickness	of	4	feet,	approximately	11.7	mcy	of	soil	
would	be	required	for	operations	soil,	daily,	intermediate,	and	final	cover.		Blasting	and	rock	crushing	would	
be	utilized	to	excavate	and	process	earth	materials	for	use	at	the	site.		However,	due	to	the	limited	extent	of	
soil	 and	 rippable	 rock,	 the	 site	would	 likely	 produce	 insufficient	 quantities	 of	material	 suitable	 for	 cover.		
Therefore,	ADC	materials	would	be	used	to	the	extent	feasible	and	some	cover	soil	material	would	likely	need	
to	be	imported	to	the	site.			

In	addition,	 landfill	construction	would	require	the	use	of	low‐permeability	materials	for	a	clay	liner	at	the	
bottom	 of	 the	 landfill	 prism.	 	 Such	 soils	 are	 not	 available	 on	 the	 alternative	 site	 and	 would	 need	 to	 be	
imported.	

Development	 of	 a	 landfill	 at	 the	 Aspen	 Road	 site	 would	 not	 utilize	 or	 preclude	 access	 to	 soils	 otherwise	
needed	in	the	region;	but	would	require	import	of	soil	material	for	the	clay	liner	and	may	require	import	of	
soil	 for	 landfill	 cover.	 	The	use	of	 imported	soil	would	 involve	 some	consumption	of	 supply	 in	 the	 region;	
however,	 the	 landfill	would	reduce	demand	for	off‐site	resources	somewhat	through	processing	of	useable	
site	material	and	use	of	ADC;	and	the	remaining	consumption	from	off‐site	resources	would	not	be	greater	
than	on‐going	consumption	of	such	resources.	 	Therefore,	 there	would	be	no	significant	adverse	effects	on	
the	reduction	of	available	soil	resources	in	the	region.				

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	soil	resources	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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4.7.6  GOPHER CANYON ROAD ALTERNATIVE  

4.7.6.1  Affected Environment  

Topography and Geologic Units 

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 site	 has	 rugged	 and	 steep	 natural	 slopes,	with	 typical	 slope	 inclinations	 on	 the	
order	 of	 2H:1V	 or	 steeper	 locally.	 	 The	 main	 canyon	 drains	 generally	 to	 the	 north,	 with	 elevations	 of	
approximately	1,100	feet	at	the	southern	site	boundary	to	approximately	480	feet	amsl	on	the	northern	site	
boundary.	

The	 site	 is	 underlain	 by	 crystalline	 igneous	 rock	 classified	 as	 a	 gabbro	 (BRG,	 1992).	 	 The	 gabbro	 is	 likely	
covered	by	a	thin	veneer	of	alluvium/colluvium	in	the	bottom	of	canyons	and	along	the	lower	slopes.	 	BRG	
(1992)	estimated	the	depth	of	hard	rock	in	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	at	15	feet	below	grade.	

Mineral Resources 

The	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 site	 is	 located	 adjacent	 to	 an	 existing	 quarry	 and	 overlaps	 an	 area	
designated	 as	MRZ‐2,	 i.e.	 having	 known	 resources.	 	 That	 area	 has	 been	mined	 for	 granite,	 extraction	 and	
processing	of	dimension	stone,	and	aggregate	mining.			

Faulting and Seismicity  

No	 known	 active	 faults	 exist	 in	 the	 general	 site	 area;	 and	 the	 site	 does	 not	 lie	within	 a	mapped	 area	 for	
Alquist	Priolo	Zones.10		Lineaments	identified	on	aerial	photographs	are	short	and	lack	a	consistent	structural	
pattern	(BRG,	1992).		

The	nearest	known	active	regional	 fault	zone	is	 located	along	the	Elsinore‐Julian	Fault,	approximately	12.8	
miles	northeast	of	the	site.	 	As	discussed	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	site,	this	fault	extends	150	miles	from	the	
Mexican	border	to	the	northern	edge	of	the	Santa	Ana	Mountains	passing	by	both	sites.		Several	earthquakes	
of	magnitude	greater	than	5	have	been	generated	along	the	Elsinore	and	associated	faults	within	this	zone	
during	the	last	200	years,	the	most	notable	being	the	1910	ML	6	which	was	centered	in	the	Temescal	Valley,	
northwest	 of	 Lake	 Elsinore.	 	 Seismic	 shaking	 at	 the	 site	would	 be	 typical	 of	 that	 occurring	 in	 the	 region,	
although	somewhat	reduced	from	the	shaking	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site,	due	to	the	further	distance	from	
the	fault	for	the	alternative	site.				

4.7.6.2  Design Features  

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	be	designed	to	meet	regulatory	requirements.		It	would	comply	
with	CCR	Title	27	 requirements,	 including	3H:1V	maximum	 landfill	 fill	 slope	 inclinations;	 and	a	3	percent	
minimum	 landfill	 final	 cover	 grade.	 	 The	 conceptual	 designs	 for	 the	 site	 also	 incorporate	 standard	design	
features	 for	 Southern	 California	 landfills,	 including	 2H:1V	 excavation	 slope	 inclinations	 and	 a	 2	 percent	
minimum	landfill	base	liner	grade.		Further,	the	alternative	would	have	other	standard	landfill	components,	
similar	to	those	described	for	the	 landfill	at	 the	Gregory	Canyon	site	above.	 	These	include	maintenance	of	

																																																													
10		 http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/ap/ap_maps.htm.	
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natural	vegetation,	 inspection	of	 facilities	after	seismic	events,	a	monitoring	and	maintenance	program	for	
the	final	cover	and	gas	control	systems,	and	design	of	landfill	structures	by	a	qualified	engineer	to	withstand	
the	MPE.				

4.7.6.3 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Placement	of	a	structure	to	be	used	for	human	occupancy	over	or	within	50	feet	of	the	trace	of	an	
Alquist‐Priolo	fault	or	County	Special	Study	Zone	fault.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	GS‐1:	 	The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	 is	not	subject	 to	ground	
rupture	 that	 would	 undermine	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 landfill	 facilities.	 	 Significant	 adverse	 effects	
related	to	this	criterion	would	not	occur.			

According	 to	 the	 California	 Geological	 Survey,	 there	 are	 no	 faults	 located	 on	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative	site,	and	the	site	 is	not	 located	within	an	Alquist‐Priolo	Fault	Zone.	 	No	active	 faults	have	been	
identified	within	the	area,	and,	therefore,	no	adverse	effects	from	ground	rupture	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	ground	rupture	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Strong	seismic	ground	shaking;	

- Seismic‐related	ground	failure,	including	liquefaction;	

- Landslides/rockfall;	or	

- Mudflow/debris	flows;		

 Be	located	on	a	geologic	unit	or	soil	that	is	unstable,	or	that	would	become	unstable	as	a	result	of	the	
alternative,	and	potentially	result	in	on‐	or	off‐site	landslide,	lateral	spreading,	subsidence,	liquefaction,	
or	collapse;	or	

 Be	located	on	expansive	soil	creating	substantial	risks	to	life	or	property.	
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Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 GS‐2:	 	 No	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 are	 expected	 due	 to	
instability/landslide	 associated	 with	 the	 geologic/soil	 conditions	 at	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative	site.	

Construction	and	operation	of	a	landfill	at	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	would	require	excavation	activities	
requiring	 cuts	 to	 existing	 slopes,	 re‐contouring	 of	 the	 land	 and	 creation	 of	 borrow/stockpile	 slopes.	 	 The	
conceptual	excavation	plan	prepared	for	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	includes	cut	slopes	with	inclinations	of	
2H:1V,	maximum	landfill	fill	slope	inclinations	of	3H:1V;	and	a	3	percent	minimum	landfill	final	cover	grade.	

The	average	excavation	depth	is	on	the	order	of	20	to	100	feet,	with	a	localized	maximum	excavation	depth	of	
approximately	150	feet.		A	60‐foot	high	engineered	fill	berm	is	included	in	the	conceptual	plan	at	the	lower	
end	 of	 the	 canyon	 to	 increase	 refuse	 mass	 stability	 and	 airspace,	 while	 providing	 some	 area	 for	 landfill	
facilities	at	the	toe	of	the	landfill.		The	conceptual	borrow/stockpile	areas	encompass	approximately	37	acres	
located	south	and	west	of	 the	 landfill	 area.	 	 Stockpiles	 in	 these	potential	 areas	 could	have	a	height	on	 the	
order	of	120	to	220	feet	above	existing	grades.			

Landfill	activities	would	be	carried	out	under	regulatory	requirements	 that	protect	 the	public	 from	unsafe	
conditions	arising	from	a	lack	of	stability	of	the	ground	underlying	the	land‐filling	and	worker	activities.		The	
regulations	 set	 design	 parameters	which	 are	 dependent	 on	 the	 soil	 and	 geology	 characteristics,	 slopes	 of	
earthen	materials	and	landfill	activities.		Analyses	and	design	calculations	would	be	included	in	the	JTD	that	
must	 be	 submitted	 as	 part	 of	 the	 permitting	 activities	 for	 the	 landfill	 project.	 	 The	 analyses	 evaluate	 the	
ability	 of	 land	 forms	 to	 resist	 stress	 impacts	 and	maintain	 their	 integrity	 versus	 the	 stresses	 that	may	be	
imposed	due	 to	natural	or	human	activity.	 	So	 long	as	 the	site	conditions	would	be	sufficient	 to	off‐set	 the	
maximum	stresses	expected,	a	site	would	be	safe.		Notwithstanding,	the	state	regulations	require	that	the	site	
design	provide	minimum	factor	of	safety	of	1.5	and/or	meet	other	design	specifications	that	are	sufficient	to	
maintain	the	integrity	of	the	site.		As	further	example,	County	excavation	standards	limit	slopes	to	a	ratio	of	
two	horizontal	 to	one	vertical	 (2H:1V).11	 	 Since	grading	operations	at	 the	site	would	remove	all	 loose	soils	
from	the	footprint	of	the	landfill,	liquefaction	or	potential	harm	associated	with	expansive	soils,	should	such	
potential	be	present,	would	not	occur	within	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	Therefore,	appropriate	design	 features	
are	 required	 to	ensure	 the	public	 safety;	 and	no	 significant	adverse	 impacts	 regarding	site	 stability	would	
occur	at	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site.			

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	 is	undeveloped;	however	 it	contains	 infrastructure	 for	a	previously	pursued	
mixed‐use	development.	 	 Such	 infrastructure	would	be	 removed	with	 construction	of	 a	 landfill	 at	 the	 site.		
The	 site	 contains	 no	 utility	 easements	 or	 infrastructure.	 	 Therefore,	 development	 of	 a	 landfill	 at	 this	 site	
would	not	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	existing	operational	utilities.	

Mitigation Measures 

Conditions	regarding	site	stability	and	site	safety	would	be	addressed	through	design	features,	in	accordance	
with	state	regulations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

																																																													
11		 San	Diego	County	Grading,	Clearing	and	Watercourses	Ordinance,	Division	7,	Chapter	4,	Section	887.401.	
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Impact	Statement	Gopher	GS‐3:		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	include	design	features	
to	protect	 on‐site	 components	 from	 rockfalls	 such	 that	 rockfalls	would	not	 create	 a	 safety	 risk	 to	
workers	and	equipment,	or	to	the	landfill	development.		No	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Development	 of	 a	 landfill	 at	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	 site	would	 include	 design	 features,	 consistent	with	
regulatory	requirements	 to	protect	workers	 from	harm,	and	to	preserve	the	 integrity	of	 the	 landfill	prism.		
These	 features	 would	 include	 inspection	 of	 slope	 faces	 prior	 to	 development	 of	 an	 area	 of	 the	 landfill,	
identification	of	potential	 for	rockfalls,	and	if	needed	use	of	catchment	walls,	or	other	equivalent	measures	
for	the	protection	of	landfill	workers	and	facilities.		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	does	not	present	unusual	
site	 conditions	 regarding	rockfall	 that	 could	not	be	addressed	 through	standard	design	procedures.	 	Thus,	
rockfalls	 would	 not	 create	 a	 safety	 risk	 to	 workers	 and	 equipment,	 or	 to	 the	 landfill	 development.	 	 No	
significant	adverse	effects	regarding	rockfalls	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	associated	with	rockfalls	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

Impact	Statement	Gopher	GS‐4:		The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	would	include	design	features	
to	 protect	 landfill	 components	 and	workers	 from	 debris	 flows.	 	Therefore,	debris	 flow	would	not	
create	a	significant	adverse	effect	regarding	safety.			

Landfill	 projects	 can	be	 developed	 in	 a	manner	 that	protects	 site	workers	 and	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 landfill	
operation	from	potential	debris	flow	events.	 	Accordingly,	the	potential	for	debris	flow	would	be	evaluated	
and	design	 features	would	be	 identified	and	 incorporated	 into	 the	overall	design	of	 the	 landfill	 to	provide	
adequate	protection	 for	 the	public	 as/if	 needed.	 	 Standard	 restraining	 structures	 for	 the	 control	 of	 debris	
flow	impacts	could	be	implemented.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	debris	flow	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

Impact	Statement	Gopher	GS‐5:	 	Landfill	settlement	of	 the	 final	closure	cap	would	avoid	significant	
adverse	effects	regarding	drainage	or	damage	to	landfill	control	systems.			

Refuse	settlement	in	sanitary	landfills	can	occur	during	the	post‐closure	maintenance	period,	with	effects	on	
final	grades	and	run‐off	control.		Under	state	and	federal	landfill	regulations,	a	Final	Closure	and	Post‐closure	
Maintenance	 Plan	 must	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	 appropriate	 regulatory	 agencies	 two	 years	 prior	 to	 the	
anticipated	 closure	 date	 for	 a	 landfill.	 	 Compliance	 with	 these	 regulations	 would	 avoid	 adverse	 effects	
associated	with	final	grades	and	run‐off	control.	
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Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	associated	with	settlement	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Gopher	GS‐6:	 	New	structures	would	be	designed	 in	a	manner	 that	ensures	 their	
safety	such	that	they	would	not	pose	a	threat	to	the	public.		

A	landfill	at	the	Gopher	Canyon	Road	Alternative	site	would	include	the	development	of	structures,	such	as	a	
fee	booth	with	scales,	and	an	administrative/office	building.	 	The	construction	of	a	new	access	road	would	
extend	south	from	Gopher	Canyon	Road.	 	The	new	road	would	be	constructed	at	grade,	without	a	need	for	
new	 road	 structures/bridges.	 	 As	 described	 above	 for	 the	 general	 landfill	 activities,	 landfills	 are	 designed	
pursuant	to	federal	and	state	standards.		Further,	structures	would	be	subject	to	the	provisions	of	the	County	
Building	Code.		Standards	established	therein	provide	protection	of	the	public	from	structural	failure	due	to	
soil	 conditions	and/or	seismic	activity.	 	There	 is	nothing	 in	 the	geology	and	soil	characteristics	on	the	site	
selected	 for	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 that	 are	 atypical	 for	 the	 region,	 nor	 regularly	 accommodated	 through	
standard	structural	design	features.		Thus,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	construction	of	new	structures	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	
are	proposed.	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	known	mineral	resource	that	would	be	of	value	to	the	region	and	
the	residents	of	the	state;	or	

 Result	 in	 the	 loss	of	availability	of	a	 locally	 important	mineral	resource	recovery	site	delineated	on	a	
local	general	plan,	specific	plan,	or	other	land	use	plan.	

Impact	 Statement	 Gopher	 GS‐7:	 	 Implementation	 of	 the	 landfill	 at	 the	 Gopher	 Canyon	 Road	
Alternative	site	may	affect	access	to	the	mining	of	valued	mineral	resources.	A	mitigation	measure	is	
proposed	to	minimize	loss	of	mineral	resources.		However,	it	may	not	be	possible	to	avoid	significant	
adverse	effects	on	utilization	of	such	resources.			

The	Gopher	Canyon	Road	site	 lies	adjacent	to	an	existing	quarry	designated	as	MRZ‐2.	 	Further,	one	of	the	
stockpiles	locations	for	a	landfill	at	this	site	would	be	placed	within	the	existing	mining	area.		Conversion	of	
the	 area	 to	 landfill	 activities	 could	 affect	 access	 to	 the	 currently	mined	granitic	 resources.	 	 This	would	be	
considered	a	potentially	adverse	effect	on	the	availability	of	mineral	resources.		However,	use	of	the	site	for	a	
landfill	might	provide	an	avenue	to	excavate,	process	and	market	mineral	resources	in	conjunction	with	the	
excavation	that	is	needed	for	landfill	construction.		Such	excavation	would	benefit	the	region	and	the	landfill	
operator.		If	such	benefit	were	not	pursued,	landfill	activities	would	substantially	reduce	the	potential	mining	
value	of	the	site,	and	since	the	site	is	designated	MRZ‐2,a	significant	adverse	effect	could	occur.			
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Mitigation Measures 

The	following	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	to	minimize	significant	adverse	effects:	

MM	 Gopher‐GS‐1.	 	 Avoid/Mine	Mineral	 Resources:	 	 Studies	 shall	 be	 performed	 to	 determine	
whether	 there	 is	 a	 potential	 to	 successfully	 market	 excavated	materials	 at	 the	 site.	 	 If	
feasible	 to	 market	 such	 resources,	 the	 materials	 shall	 be	 excavated	 prior	 to	 landfill	
operations	as	 feasible,	and/or	the	site	design	shall	be	modified	to	avoid	the	coverage	of	
valued	mineral	resources.		Any	mining	shall	be	conducted	in	conformance	with	the	state	
and	local	regulations.			

Impact	 Statement	Gopher	GS‐8:	 	Potential	 consumption	 of	 soil	 resources	would	 be	 limited	due	 to	
limited	demand,	the	processing	of	on‐site	materials	and/or	the	use	of	ADC.		Operation	of	the	Gopher	
Canyon	 Road	 Alternative	 would	 not	 have	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 on	 the	 availability	 of	 soil	
resources.			

Landfill	 operations	 would	 include	 the	 excavation	 of	 soil	 materials	 and	 the	 use	 of	 soil	 materials	 for	 the	
containment	system,	operations	and	final	cover.		The	balance	of	soil	available	and	required	would	affect	the	
availability	of	soil	resources	otherwise	available	in	the	region	and/or	have	implications	regarding	the	need	to	
export	 or	 import	 such	 resources.	 	 The	 total	 excavation	 volume	 is	 approximately	 11.8	 mcy,	 less	 2.8	 mcy	
utilized	for	the	engineered	fill	berm,	resulting	in	a	net	excavation	volume	of	approximately	9.0	mcy.		Based	on	
the	assumed	waste	to	soil	ratio	of	4:1,	approximately	12.8	mcy	of	soil	would	be	required	for	operations	soil,	
daily,	intermediate,	and	final	cover.	

Blasting	 and	 rock	 crushing	would	 be	 utilized	 to	 excavate	 and	 process	 earth	materials	 for	 use	 at	 the	 site.		
However,	 due	 to	 the	 limited	 extent	 of	 soil	 and	 rippable	 rock,	 the	 site	 would	 likely	 produce	 insufficient	
quantities	 of	 material	 suitable	 for	 cover	 with	 limited	 processing.	 	 Therefore,	 ADCs	would	 be	 used	 to	 the	
extent	 feasible;	 however	 some	 cover	material	 would	 likely	 need	 to	 be	 imported	 to	 the	 site	 or	 additional	
processing	of	excavated	materials	would	be	required.			

In	addition,	 landfill	construction	would	require	the	use	of	low‐permeability	materials	for	a	clay	liner	at	the	
bottom	 of	 the	 landfill	 prism.	 	 Such	 soils	 are	 not	 available	 on	 the	 alternative	 site	 and	 would	 need	 to	 be	
imported.			

The	 use	 of	 imported	 soil	 would	 involve	 some	 consumption	 of	 supply	 in	 the	 region;	 however,	 the	 landfill	
would	reduce	demand	for	off‐site	resources	somewhat	through	processing	of	useable	site	material	and	use	of	
ADCs;	 and	 the	 remaining	 consumption	 from	 off‐site	 resources	would	 not	 be	 out	 of	 the	 range	 of	 on‐going	
consumption	of	such	resources.	 	Therefore,	 the	consumption	of	such	resources	would	not	be	considered	a	
significant	adverse	impact.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	soil	availability	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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4.7.7  MERRIAM MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE  

4.7.7.1  Affected Environment  

Topography and Geologic Units 

The	undeveloped	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	has	rugged	and	steep	natural	slopes,	with	typical	slope	
inclinations	on	 the	order	of	2H:1V	or	steeper.	 	A	main	canyon	drains	generally	 to	 the	east,	with	west‐side	
elevations	of	approximately	1,500	feet	amsl	at	several	locations	down	to	approximately	650	feet	amsl	on	the	
eastern	site	boundary.	

The	 uppermost	 one‐third	 of	 the	 natural	 hillsides	 contains	 more	 than	 50	 percent	 of	 the	 exposed	 ground	
consisting	of	rock	outcrops	or	boulders	ranging	from	10	to	30	feet	in	diameter.		Only	about	10	percent	of	the	
surface	along	the	lower	two‐thirds	of	the	canyon	slopes	consists	of	the	bedrock	outcrops	and	boulders.		The	
site	is	underlain	by	granitic	rock,	covered	by	a	thin	veneer	of	alluvium/colluvium	in	the	bottom	of	canyons	
and	along	the	lower	slopes.		The	alluvium	and	colluvium	consist	of	silty	to	clayey	sand,	sandy	clay,	and	silty	
clay.		As	further	reported	in	the	March	2009	Recirculated		EIR	for	the	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan,	the	
depth	 of	 hard	 rock	 in	 the	 general	 area	 of	 the	Merriam	Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 is	 estimated	 to	 vary	 at	
probable	depths	of	5	to	10	feet	below	grade,	and	non‐rippable	rock	is	anticipated	at	probable	depths	of	10	to	
20	feet	below	grade.	

Mineral Resources 

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 site	 is	 located	 in	 an	area	 is	mostly	designated	as	MRZ‐2,	 i.e.	 resources	
present,	reflecting	the	suitability	of	the	site	for	providing	aggregate/construction	material.12		There	is	also	an	
existing	area	that	was	formerly	a	quarry	site,	designated	as	MRZ‐2	and	zoned	by	the	County	for	mining	that	
lies	 just	 to	 the	west	 of	 the	 proposed	 landfill	 prism	 and	 that	 extends	 into	 the	 proposed	western	 stockpile	
location.			

Faulting and Seismicity  

No	known	active	faults	exist	in	the	general	site	area	and	the	site	does	not	lie	within	a	mapped	area	for	Alquist	
Priolo	 Zones.13	 	 The	 Geosyntec	 design	 evaluation	 for	 a	 landfill	 at	 the	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 site	
provides	information	on	the	site	setting,	based	in	part	on	previous	site	studies	as	cited	therein.		As	reported,	
six	well‐defined	 lineaments	border	 the	site	 that	may	 indicate	 fault	structure,	but	no	evidence	of	 faulting	 is	
known	in	the	area;	nor	known	active,	potentially	active,	or	inactive	faults	that	transect	the	site.		The	nearest	
known	 active	 regional	 fault	 is	 the	 Elsinore‐Julian	 Fault.	 	 The	 closest	 trace	 for	 this	 fault	 zone	 is	 located	
approximately	12	miles	northeast	of	the	site.		As	discussed	for	the	Gregory	Canyon	site,	this	fault	extends	150	
miles	 from	 the	 Mexican	 border	 to	 the	 northern	 edge	 of	 the	 Santa	 Ana	 Mountains	 passing	 by	 both	 sites.		
Several	 earthquakes	 of	magnitude	 greater	 than	 5	 have	 been	 generated	 along	 the	 Elsinore	 and	 associated	
faults	within	this	zone	during	the	last	200	years,	the	most	notable	being	the	1910	ML	6	which	was	centered	in	
the	 Temescal	 Valley,	 northwest	 of	 Lake	 Elsinore.	 	 Seismic	 shaking	 at	 the	 site	 would	 be	 typical	 of	 that	

																																																													
12		 County	of	San	Diego.		2008.		General	Plan	EIR	Update,	Figure	2.10‐3.	Also,	San	Diego,	Department	of	Planning	and	Land	Use.		March	

2009.		Recirculated	Environmental	Impact	Report,	Merriam	Mountains	Specific	Plan.	
13		 http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/ap/ap_maps.htm.	
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occurring	in	the	region,	although	somewhat	reduced	from	that	occurring	at	the	Gregory	Canyon	site,	due	to	
the	further	distances	to	the	fault	for	the	alternative	site.			

4.7.7.2  Design Features  

The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	be	designed	 to	meet	 regulatory	requirements.	 	 It	would	comply	
with	 CCR	 Title	 27	 requirements,	 including3H:1V	maximum	 landfill	 fill	 slope	 inclinations;	 and	 a	 3	 percent	
minimum	 landfill	 final	 cover	 grade.	 	 The	 conceptual	 designs	 for	 the	 site	 also	 incorporate	 standard	design	
features	 for	 Southern	 California	 landfills,	 including	 2H:1V	 excavation	 slope	 inclinations	 and	 a	 2	 percent	
minimum	landfill	base	liner	grade.		Further,	the	alternative	would	have	other	standard	landfill	components,	
similar	to	those	described	for	the	 landfill	at	 the	Gregory	Canyon	site	above.	 	These	include	maintenance	of	
natural	vegetation,	 inspection	of	 facilities	after	seismic	events,	a	monitoring	and	maintenance	program	for	
the	final	cover	and	gas	control	systems,	and	design	of	landfill	structures	by	a	qualified	engineer	to	withstand	
the	MPE.				

4.7.7.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Placement	of	a	structure	to	be	used	for	human	occupancy	over	or	within	50	feet	of	the	trace	of	an	
Alquist‐Priolo	fault	or	County	Special	Study	Zone	fault.	

Impact	 Statement	Merriam	GS‐1:	 	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	 site	 is	not	 subject	 to	ground	
rupture	 that	 would	 undermine	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 landfill	 facilities.	 	 Significant	 adverse	 effects	
related	to	this	criterion	would	not	occur.	

According	 to	 the	 California	 Geological	 Survey,	 there	 are	 no	 faults	 located	 on	 the	 site,	 and	 the	 site	 is	 not	
located	 within	 an	 Alquist‐Priolo	 Fault	 Zone.	 	 No	 active	 faults	 have	 been	 identified	 within	 the	 area,	 and,	
therefore,	no	adverse	effects	from	ground	rupture	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	from	ground	rupture	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Strong	seismic	ground	shaking;	
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- Seismic‐related	ground	failure,	including	liquefaction;	

- Landslides/rockfall;	or	

- Mudflow/debris	flows;		

 Be	located	on	a	geologic	unit	or	soil	that	is	unstable,	or	that	would	become	unstable	as	a	result	of	the	
alternative,	and	potentially	result	in	on‐	or	off‐site	landslide,	lateral	spreading,	subsidence,	liquefaction,	
or	collapse;	or	

 Be	located	on	expansive	soil	creating	substantial	risks	to	life	or	property.	

Impact	 Statement	 Merriam	 GS‐2:	 	 No	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 are	 expected	 due	 to	
instability/landslide	associated	with	the	geologic/soil	conditions	at	the	alternative	site.	

Construction	and	operation	of	a	landfill	at	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	would	require	excavation	
activities	requiring	cuts	to	existing	slopes,	re‐contouring	of	the	land	and	creation	of	borrow/stockpile	slopes.		
The	 conceptual	 excavation	 plan	 prepared	 for	 the	 site	 includes	 cut	 slopes	 with	 inclinations	 of	 2H:1V,	
maximum	landfill	fill	slope	inclinations	of	3H:1V;	and	a	3	percent	minimum	landfill	final	cover	grade.	

The	 average	 excavation	 depth	 in	 the	 conceptual	 plan	 is	 on	 the	 order	 of	 20	 to	 100	 feet,	 with	 a	 localized	
maximum	excavation	depth	of	approximately	160	feet.	 	A	100‐foot	high	engineered	fill	berm	is	 included	in	
the	 conceptual	 plan	 at	 the	 lower	 end	 of	 the	 canyon	 to	 increase	 refuse	mass	 stability	 and	 airspace,	 while	
providing	some	area	 for	 landfill	 facilities	at	 the	 toe	of	 the	 landfill.	 	The	conceptual	borrow/stockpile	areas	
encompass	 approximately	 46	 acres	 and	 are	 located	 in	 the	 northwestern	 and	 southern	 portion	 of	 the	 site	
outside	of	the	landfill	prism	area.		Stockpiles	in	these	potential	areas	could	have	a	height	on	the	order	of	100	
to	140	feet	above	existing	grades.			

Landfill	activities	are	required	to	be	carried	out	under	regulatory	requirements	that	protect	the	public	from	
unsafe	 conditions	 arising	 from	 a	 lack	 of	 stability	 of	 the	 ground	 underlying	 the	 landfilling	 and	 worker	
activities.	 	 The	 regulations	 set	 design	 parameters	 which	 are	 dependent	 on	 the	 soil	 and	 geology	
characteristics,	slopes	of	earthen	materials	and	landfill	activities.		Detailed	analyses	and	design	calculations	
would	be	included	in	a	JTD	for	the	alternative	as	part	of	the	permitting	activities	for	the	landfill	project.		The	
analyses	 evaluate	 the	ability	of	 land	 forms	 to	 resist	 stress	 impacts	and	maintain	 their	 integrity	versus	 the	
stresses	 that	may	 be	 imposed	 due	 to	 natural	 or	 human	 activity.	 	 So	 long	 as	 the	 site	 conditions	would	 be	
sufficient	 to	 off‐set	 the	 maximum	 stresses	 expected,	 a	 site	 would	 be	 safe.	 	 Notwithstanding,	 the	 state	
regulations	require	that	the	site	design	provide	a		minimum	factor	of	safety	of	1.5	and/or	meet	other	design	
specifications	that	are	sufficient	to	maintain	the	integrity	of	the	site.		As	further	example,	County	excavation	
standards	limit	slopes	to	2H:1V.14	Since	grading	operations	at	the	site	would	remove	all	loose	soils	from	the	
footprint	of	the	landfill,	liquefaction	or	potential	harm	associated	with	expansive	soils,	should	such	potential	
be	present,	would	not	occur	within	the	landfill	footprint.		Therefore,	appropriate	design	features	are	required	
to	ensure	the	public	safety;	and	no	significant	adverse	impacts	regarding	site	stability	would	occur.			

																																																													
14		 San	Diego	County	Grading,	Clearing	and	Watercourses	Ordinance,	Division	7,	Chapter	4,	Section	887.401.	
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The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	is	undeveloped	and	contains	no	utility	easements	or	infrastructure.		
Therefore,	 development	 of	 a	 landfill	 at	 this	 site	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 on	
infrastructure	facilities.			

Mitigation Measures 

Conditions	regarding	site	stability	and	site	safety	would	be	addressed	through	design	features,	in	accordance	
with	state	regulations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	GS‐3:	 	The	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	would	include	design	features	
to	protect	 on‐site	 components	 from	 rockfalls	 such	 that	 rockfalls	would	not	 create	 a	 safety	 risk	 to	
workers	and	equipment,	or	to	the	landfill	development.		No	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Development	of	a	 landfill	at	 the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	would	follow	standard	design	features,	
consistent	with	regulatory	requirements	to	protect	workers	from	harm,	and	to	preserve	the	integrity	of	the	
landfill	prism.		These	features	would	include	inspection	of	large	boulders	prior	to	development	of	an	area	of	
the	landfill,	 identification	of	slope	faces	prior	to	development	of	an	area	of	the	landfill,	 identification	of	the	
potential	for	rockfalls,	and	if	needed	use	of	catchment	walls,	or	other	equivalent	measures	for	the	protection	
of	 landfill	 workers	 and	 facilities.	 	 The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 does	 not	 present	 unusual	 site	
conditions	regarding	rockfall	that	could	not	be	addressed	through	standard	landfill	design	procedures.		Given	
the	design	features	that	would	be	implemented	at	this	alternative	site,	rockfalls	would	not	create	a	safety	risk	
to	workers	and	equipment,	or	to	the	landfill	development.		No	significant	adverse	effects	relative	to	rockfalls	
would	occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	rockfall	impacts	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

Impact	Statement	Merriam	GS‐4:	 	The	alternative	would	 include	design	 features	 to	protect	 landfill	
components	and	workers	 from	debris	 flows.	 	Therefore,	debris	 flow	would	not	create	a	significant		
adverse	effect	regarding	safety.			

Landfill	 projects	 can	be	 developed	 in	 a	manner	 that	protects	 site	workers	 and	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 landfill	
operation	from	potential	debris	flow	events.	 	Accordingly,	the	potential	for	debris	flow	would	be	evaluated	
and	design	 features	would	be	 identified	and	 incorporated	 into	 the	overall	design	of	 the	 landfill	 to	provide	
adequate	protection	for	the	public,	if	needed.		Standard	restraining	structures	for	the	control	of	debris	flow	
impacts	could	be	implemented.			

Mitigation Measures 

Design	features	incorporated	into	the	alternative	would	avoid	significant	adverse	effects	of	debris	flow.		No	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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Impact	Statement	Merriam	GS‐5:	 	Landfill	settlement	of	the	final	closure	cap	would	avoid	significant	
adverse	effects	regarding	drainage	or	damage	to	landfill	control	systems.			

Refuse	settlement	in	sanitary	landfills	can	occur	during	the	post‐closure	maintenance	period,	with	effects	on	
final	grades	and	run‐off	control.		Under	state	and	federal	landfill	regulations,	a	Final	Closure	and	Post‐closure	
Maintenance	 Plan	 must	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	 appropriate	 regulatory	 agencies	 two	 years	 prior	 to	 the	
anticipated	 closure	date	 for	 a	 landfill.	 	 Compliance	with	 these	 regulations	would	avoid	 significant	 adverse	
effects	associated	with	final	grades	and	run‐off	control.	

Mitigation Measures 

Significant	adverse	effects	would	not	occur	with	regard	to	settlement.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	GS‐6:	 	New	structures	would	be	designed	in	a	manner	that	ensures	their	
safety	such	that	they	would	not	pose	a	threat	to	the	public.		

A	landfill	at	the	Merriam	Mountain	Alternative	site	would	include	the	development	of	structures	similar	to	
those	 proposed	 for	 the	 Gregory	 Canyon	 site.	 	 These	 would	 include	 a	 fee	 booth	 with	 scales	 and	 an	
administrative/office	building.	 	The	construction	of	a	new	access	road	would	extend	south	 from	Lawrence	
Welk	Drive,	which	would	be	constructed	at	grade,	without	a	need	for	new	road	structures/bridges.	

As	 described	 above	 for	 the	 general	 landfill	 activities,	 landfills	 are	 designed	 pursuant	 to	 federal	 and	 state	
standards.	 	Further,	new	structures	would	be	subject	to	the	provisions	of	the	County	of	San	Diego	Building	
Code,	which	provide	protection	from	structural	failure	due	to	soil	conditions	and/or	seismic	activity.		There	
is	 nothing	 in	 the	 geology	 and	 soil	 characteristics	 on	 the	 site	 selected	 for	 the	 ancillary	 facilities	 that	 are	
atypical	for	the	region,	nor	regularly	accommodated	through	standard	structural	design	features.		Therefore,	
no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.		

Mitigation Measures 

Protection	 of	 the	 new	 structures	 would	 be	 assured	 through	 appropriate	 site	 design	 considerations	 in	
accordance	with	state	and	County	regulations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	known	mineral	resource	that	would	be	of	value	to	the	region	and	
the	residents	of	the	state;	or	

 Result	 in	 the	 loss	of	availability	of	a	 locally	 important	mineral	resource	recovery	site	delineated	on	a	
local	general	plan,	specific	plan,	or	other	land	use	plan.	

Impact	Statement	Merriam	GS‐7:		Implementation	of	the	landfill	at	the	alternative	site	would	result	in	
the	loss	of	access	to	valued	mineral	resources.		A	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	to	minimize	loss	of	
mineral	 resources.	 	 However,	 it	may	 not	 be	 possible	 to	 avoid	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 on	 the	
utilization	of	such	resources.			

The	 Merriam	 Mountain	 Alternative	 site	 lies	 within	 mining	 areas	 designated	 under	 the	 MRZ‐2	 zone.		
Conversion	of	the	area	to	landfill	activities	could	affect	access	to	mineral	resources.		However,	use	of	the	site	
for	a	landfill	might	provide	an	avenue	to	excavate,	process	and	market	mineral	resources	in	conjunction	with	
the	 excavation	 that	 is	 needed	 for	 landfill	 construction.	 	 Such	 excavation	would	 benefit	 the	 region	 and	 the	
landfill	operator.		If	such	benefit	were	not	pursued,	landfill	activities	would	substantially	reduce	the	potential	
mining	value	of	the	site,	and	because	of	the	MRZ‐2	designation,	a	significant	adverse	effect	could	occur.		

Mitigation Measures 

As	the	resource	is	ubiquitous	within	the	landfill	area,	there	are	no	mitigation	measures	that	would	avoid	the		
significant	adverse	impact.		However,	the	following	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	to	minimize	effects:		

MM	Merriam‐GS‐1.	 	Mine	Mineral	Resources:	 	 Studies	shall	be	performed	to	determine	whether	
there	is	a	potential	market	for	on‐site	materials.		If	feasible	to	market	such	resources,	the	
materials	 shall	 be	 excavated	 prior	 to	 landfill	 operations.	 	 Any	 such	 mining	 shall	 be	
conducted	in	conformance	with	the	state	and	local	regulations.		

Impact	Statement	Merriam	GS‐8:	 	Potential	consumption	of	soil	resources	would	be	 limited	due	 to	
limited	demand,	the	processing	of	on‐site	materials	and/or	the	use	of	ADC.		Operation	of	the	Merriam	
Mountain	Alternative	would	not	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	the	availability	of	soil	resources.			

Landfill	 operations	 would	 include	 the	 excavation	 of	 soil	 materials	 and	 the	 use	 of	 soil	 materials	 for	 the	
containment	 system,	 landfill	 operations	and	 final	 cover.	 	The	balance	of	 soil	 available	and	 required	would	
affect	the	availability	of	soil	resources	otherwise	available	in	the	region	and/or	have	implications	regarding	
the	need	 to	 export	 or	 import	 such	 resources.	 	 The	 total	 excavation	 volume	 is	 approximately	7.5	mcy,	 less	
2.5	mcy	utilized	for	the	engineered	fill	berm,	resulting	in	a	net	excavation	volume	of	approximately	5.0	mcy.		
Based	on	the	assumed	waste	to	soil	ratio	of	4	to	1	and	a	 final	cover	soil	 thickness	of	4	feet,	approximately	
14.2	mcy	of	soil	would	be	required	for	operations	soil,	daily,	intermediate,	and	final	cover.		
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Blasting	 and	 rock	 crushing	would	 be	 utilized	 to	 excavate	 and	 process	 earth	materials	 for	 use	 at	 the	 site.		
However,	 due	 to	 the	 limited	 extent	 of	 soil	 and	 rippable	 rock,	 the	 site	 would	 likely	 produce	 insufficient	
quantities	 of	 material	 suitable	 for	 cover	 with	 limited	 processing.	 	 Therefore,	 ADCs	would	 be	 used	 to	 the	
extent	 feasible;	 however	 some	 cover	material	 would	 likely	 need	 to	 be	 imported	 to	 the	 site	 or	 additional	
processing	of	excavated	materials	would	be	required.	

In	addition,	 landfill	construction	would	require	the	use	of	low‐permeability	materials	for	a	clay	liner	at	the	
bottom	of	the	landfill	prism,	or	an	alternative	engineered	liner	system	would	be	required.		Such	soils	are	not	
available	on	the	alternative	site	and	would	need	to	be	imported.	

The	 use	 of	 imported	 soil	 would	 involve	 some	 consumption	 of	 supply	 in	 the	 region;	 however,	 the	 landfill	
would	reduce	demand	for	off‐site	resources	somewhat	through	processing	of	useable	site	material	and	use	of	
ADC	materials;	and	the	remaining	consumption	from	off‐site	resources	would	not	be	extra‐ordinary	or	out	of	
the	range	of	on‐going	consumption	of	such	resources.		Therefore,	the	consumption	of	such	resources	would	
not	be	considered	a	significant	adverse	impact.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	consumption	of	soil	resources	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	
are	proposed.	

4.7.8  EAST OTAY MESA ALTERNATIVE  

4.7.8.1  Affected Environment  

Topography and Geologic Units 

The	undeveloped	East	Otay	Mesa	site	and	surrounding	areas	 feature	moderately	rugged	and	steep	natural	
slopes,	with	typical	slope	inclinations	on	the	order	of	2H:1V	or	flatter.		There	are	three	primary	canyons	on	
the	 site	 with	 associated	 drainages	 that	 flow	 toward	 the	 southwest.	 	 Elevations	 on	 the	 site	 range	 from	
approximately	560	 feet	MSL	at	 the	southwestern	portion	of	 the	site	to	approximately	1,000	feet	amsl	near	
the	eastern	site	boundary.			

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	is	underlain	by	predominantly	volcanic	rock	classified	as	Santiago	Peak	
Volcanics		and	is	likely	covered	by	a	thin	veneer	of	alluvium/colluvium	in	the	bottom	of	canyons	and	along	
lower	 canyon	 slopes.	 	 The	 Santiago	 Peaks	 Volcanics	 formation	 consists	 of	 hard,	metamorphosed	 volcanic	
rock.	 	 Due	 the	 presence	 of	 rock	 outcrops	 in	 aerial	 imagery	 of	 the	 site	 and	 the	 potential	 for	 collection	 of	
alluvial/colluvial	materials,	 the	depth	of	 rippable	 rock	 is	 assumed	at	an	average	of	10	 feet	below	grade	 in	
these	analyses.15			

																																																													
15		 Geosyntec	Consultants.		April	23,	2012.		Off‐site	Alternatives	Evaluation,	Gregory	Canyon	Landfill.	
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Mineral Resources 

The	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 Alternative	 site	 does	 not	 include	 any	 area	 designated	 as	 MRZ‐2,	 i.e.	 having	 known	
resources.	 	The	site	has	been	designated	as	MRZ‐3,	indicating	that	it	might	have	potential	mineral	resource	
significance.			

Faulting and Seismicity  

The	site	does	not	 lie	within	a	mapped	area	 for	Alquist	Priolo	Zones.16	 	 	No	known	active	 faults	exist	 in	the	
general	site	area.		The	Rose	Canyon	and	Coronado	Bank	fault	zones	are	located	approximately	13	miles	and	
23	miles	west	of	 the	site,	 respectively,	and	the	Elsinore	(Julian	segment);	and	the	more	distant	San	Jacinto	
faults	 are	 located	 approximately	 40	miles	 and	 61	miles	 to	 the	 northeast,	 respectively.	 	Moderate	 to	 large	
historic	earthquakes	have	not	occurred	in	the	greater	San	Diego	area	over	approximately	the	last	150	years.		
The	MPE	for	the	Rose	Canyon	and	Coronado	Bank	fault	zones	are	6.6	and	7.0,	respectively.				

4.7.8.2  Design Features  

The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	be	designed	 to	meet	 all	 regulatory	 requirements.	 	 It	would	comply	
with	CCR	Title	27	 requirements,	 including	3H:1V	maximum	 landfill	 fill	 slope	 inclinations;	 and	a	3	percent	
minimum	 landfill	 final	 cover	 grade.	 	 The	 conceptual	 designs	 for	 the	 site	 also	 incorporate	 standard	design	
features	 for	 Southern	 California	 landfills,	 including	 2H:1V	 excavation	 slope	 inclinations	 and	 a	 2	 percent	
minimum	landfill	base	liner	grade.		Further,	the	alternative	would	have	other	standard	landfill	components,	
similar	to	those	described	for	the	 landfill	at	 the	Gregory	Canyon	site	above.	 	These	include	maintenance	of	
natural	vegetation,	inspection	of	all	facilities	after	seismic	events,	a	monitoring	and	maintenance	program	for	
the	 final	 cover	 and	 gas	 control	 systems,	 and	 design	 of	 all	 landfill	 structures	 by	 a	 qualified	 engineer	 to	
withstand	the	MPE.		

4.7.8.3 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 regarding	 geology	 and	 soils	 or	mineral	
resources	if	it	would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Placement	of	a	structure	to	be	used	for	human	occupancy	over	or	within	50	feet	of	the	trace	of	an	
Alquist‐Priolo	fault	or	County	Special	Study	Zone	fault.	

Impact	 Statement	 East	 Otay	 GS‐1:	 	 The	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 Alternative	 site	 is	 not	 subject	 to	 ground	
rupture	 that	 would	 undermine	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 landfill	 facilities.	 	 Significant	 adverse	 effects	
related	to	this	criterion	would	not	occur.	

																																																													
16		 http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/ap/ap_maps.htm.	
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According	to	the	California	Geological	Survey,	there	are	no	faults	located	on	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
site,	 and	 the	 site	 is	 not	 located	within	 an	Alquist‐Priolo	 Fault	 Zone.	 	No	 active	 faults	 have	 been	 identified	
within	the	area,	and,	therefore,	no	adverse	effects		from	ground	rupture	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	ground	rupture	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:	 	 An	 alternative	 would	 have	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 regarding	 geology	 and	 soils	 or	mineral	
resources	if	it	would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Strong	seismic	ground	shaking;	

- Seismic‐related	ground	failure,	including	liquefaction;	

- Landslides/rockfall;	or	

- Mudflow/debris	flows;		

 Be	located	on	a	geologic	unit	or	soil	that	is	unstable,	or	that	would	become	unstable	as	a	result	of	the	
alternative,	and	potentially	result	in	on‐	or	off‐site	landslide,	lateral	spreading,	subsidence,	liquefaction,	
or	collapse;	or	

 Be	located	on	expansive	soil	creating	substantial	risks	to	life	or	property.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	GS‐2:	 	Landfill	design	and	operations	would	meet	regulatory	standards	
for	 the	 protection	 of	 public	 safety.	 	 No	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 are	 expected	 due	 to	
instability/landslide	associated	with	 the	geologic/soil	conditions	at	 the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	
site.	

Construction	 and	 operation	 of	 a	 landfill	 at	 the	 East	 Otay	 Mesa	 site	 would	 require	 excavation	 activities	
requiring	 cuts	 to	 existing	 slopes,	 re‐contouring	 of	 the	 land	 and	 creation	 of	 borrow/stockpile	 slopes.	 	 The	
conceptual	 excavation	 plan	 prepared	 for	 the	 East	 Otay	Mesa	 site	 includes	 cut	 slopes	 with	 inclinations	 of	
2H:1V,	maximum	landfill	fill	slope	inclinations	of	3H:1V;	and	a	3	percent	minimum	landfill	final	cover	grade.	

The	average	excavation	depth	is	on	the	order	of	40	to	120	feet,	with	a	localized	maximum	excavation	depth	of	
approximately	140	feet.		A	100‐foot	high	engineered	fill	berm	would	be	provided	at	the	southern	end	of	the	
canyon	 to	 increase	 refuse	 stability	 and	 airspace.	 	 The	 conceptual	 borrow/stockpile	 areas	 encompass	
approximately	 46.5	 acres	 located	 in	 the	 northern	 portion	 of	 the	 canyons	 east	 of	 the	 landfill	 footprint.	 	 A	
potential	 stockpile	 in	 this	 area,	 constrained	 in	 height	 similar	 to	 the	 surrounding	 grades	 to	 reduce	 visual	
impacts,	could	have	a	height	up	to	250	feet	above	existing	grades.	

Landfill	activities	would	be	carried	out	under	regulatory	requirements	 that	protect	 the	public	 from	unsafe	
conditions	 arising	 from	 a	 lack	 of	 stability	 of	 the	 ground	 underlying	 the	 site	 and	 worker	 activities.	 	 The	
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regulations	set	design	parameters	for	which	are	dependent	on	the	soil	and	geology	characteristics,	slopes	of	
earthen	materials	and	activities.		Analyses	and	design	calculations	would	be	included	in	the	JTD		that	must	be	
submitted	as	part	of	the	permitting	activities	for	the	landfill	alternative.		The	analyses	evaluate	the	ability	of	
land	forms	to	resist	stress	impacts	and	maintain	their	integrity	versus	the	stresses	that	may	be	imposed	due	
to	 natural	 or	 human	 activity.	 	 So	 long	 as	 the	 site	 conditions	 would	 be	 sufficient	 to	 off‐set	 the	maximum	
stresses	expected,	a	site	would	be	considered	safe.	 	Notwithstanding,	the	state	regulations	require	that	the	
site	 design	 provide	 a	 minimum	 factor	 of	 safety	 of	 1.5	 and/or	 meet	 other	 design	 specifications	 that	 are	
sufficient	to	maintain	the	integrity	of	the	site.		As	further	example,	County	excavation	standards	limit	slopes	
to	2H:1V.		Since	grading	operations	at	the	site	would	remove	all	loose	soils	from	the	footprint	of	the	landfill,	
liquefaction	or	potential	harm	associated	with	expansive	soils,	should	such	potential	be	present,	would	not	
occur	within	the	landfill	footprint.		Therefore,	appropriate	design	features	are	required	to	ensure	the	public	
safety	and	no	significant	adverse	impacts	relative	to	site	stability	would	occur	at	the	East	Otay	Mesa	site.	

Mitigation Measures 

Conditions	regarding	site	stability	and	site	safety	would	be	addressed	through	design	features	in	accordance	
with	state	regulations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	Mesa	GS‐3:		The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	include	design	features	
to	protect	 on‐site	 components	 from	 rockfalls	 such	 that	 rockfalls	would	not	 create	 a	 safety	 risk	 to	
workers	and	equipment,	or	to	the	landfill	development.		No	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.			

Development	of	a	landfill	at	the	East	Otay	Mesa	site	would	follow	standard	design	features,	consistent	with	
regulatory	requirements	 to	protect	workers	 from	harm,	and	to	preserve	the	 integrity	of	 the	 landfill	prism.		
These	 features	 would	 include	 inspection	 of	 slope	 faces	 prior	 to	 development	 of	 an	 area	 of	 the	 landfill,	
identification	of	potential	 for	rockfalls,	and	if	needed	use	of	catchment	walls,	or	other	equivalent	measures	
for	 the	 protection	of	 landfill	workers	 and	 facilities.	 	 The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	 site	does	not	present	
unusual	 site	 conditions	 regarding	 rockfall	 that	 could	 not	 be	 addressed	 through	 standard	 landfill	 design	
procedures.		Given	the	design	features	that	would	be	implemented	at	this	alternative	site,	rockfalls	would	not	
create	a	safety	risk	to	workers	and	equipment,	or	to	the	landfill	development.		No	significant	adverse	effects	
relative	to	rockfalls	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	associated	with	rockfalls	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	GS‐4:	 	The	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	 include	design	features	to	
protect	landfill	components	and	workers	from	debris	flows.		Therefore,	debris	flow	would	not	create	
a	significant	adverse	effect	regarding	safety.			

Landfill	 projects	 can	be	 developed	 in	 a	manner	 that	protects	 site	workers	 and	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 landfill	
operation	from	potential	debris	flow	events.	 	Accordingly,	the	potential	for	debris	flow	would	be	evaluated	
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and	design	 features	would	be	 identified	and	 incorporated	 into	 the	overall	design	of	 the	 landfill	 to	provide	
adequate	protection	for	the	public,	if	needed.		

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	debris	flow	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.			

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	GS‐5:	 	Landfill	settlement	of	 the	 final	closure	cap	would	avoid	adverse	
effects	regarding	drainage	or	damage	to	landfill	control	systems.			

Refuse	settlement	in	sanitary	landfills	can	occur	during	the	post‐closure	maintenance	period,	with	effects	on	
final	grades	and	run‐off	control.		Under	state	and	federal	landfill	regulations,	a	Final	Closure	and	Post‐closure	
Maintenance	 Plan	 must	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	 appropriate	 regulatory	 agencies	 two	 years	 prior	 to	 the	
anticipated	 closure	 date	 for	 a	 landfill.	 	 Compliance	 with	 these	 regulations	 would	 avoid	 adverse	 effects	
associated	with	final	grades	and	run‐off	control.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	associated	with	settlement	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	GS‐6:		New	structures	would	be	designed	in	a	manner	that	ensures	their	
safety	such	that	they	would	not	pose	a	threat	to	the	public.		

A	landfill	at	the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	site	would	include	the	development	of	structures,	such	as	a	fee	
booth	 with	 scales,	 and	 an	 administrative/office	 building.	 	 The	 construction	 of	 a	 new	 access	 road	 would	
extend	easterly	from	Siempre	Viva	Road.	 	The	new	road	would	be	constructed	at	grade,	without	a	need	for	
new	 road	 structures/bridges.	 As	 described	 above	 for	 the	 general	 landfill	 activities,	 landfills	 are	 designed	
pursuant	to	federal	and	state	standards.		Further,	structures	would	be	subject	to	the	provisions	of	the	County	
of	San	Diego	Building	Code.	 	Standards	established	therein	provide	protection	of	the	public	from	structural	
failure	due	to	soil	conditions	and/or	seismic	activity.		There	is	nothing	in	the	geology	and	soil	characteristics	
on	the	site	selected	 for	 the	ancillary	 facilities	 that	are	atypical	 for	 the	region,	nor	regularly	accommodated	
through	standard	structural	design	features.		Thus,	no	significant	adverse	effects	would	occur.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	new	structures	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	
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Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	known	mineral	resource	that	would	be	of	value	to	the	region	and	
the	residents	of	the	state;	or	

 Result	 in	 the	 loss	of	availability	of	a	 locally	 important	mineral	resource	recovery	site	delineated	on	a	
local	general	plan,	specific	plan,	or	other	land	use	plan.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	GS‐7:	 	Mineral	resource	may	be	present	on	 the	site.	 	 If	resources	were	
present	and	not	mined,	a	significant	adverse	effect	could	occur.	 	The	alternative	would	 include	 the	
exportation	of	material.		Therefore,	with	the	proposed	mitigation	measure	significant	adverse	effects	
would	not	occur.			

The	 site	 is	 designated	 as	 MRZ‐3,	 indicating	 that	 it	 might	 have	 potential	 mineral	 resource	 significance.		
Further	study	is	needed	to	determine	the	potential	for	mining	of	valued	mineral	resources	at	the	site.		If	such	
resources	 were	 present	 and	 not	 mined	 a	 significant	 adverse	 effect	 on	 mineral	 resources	 could	 occur.		
However,	the	alternative	anticipates	the	exportation	of	material.		Therefore,	use	of	the	site	for	a	landfill	might	
provide	an	avenue	to	excavate,	process	and	market	mineral	resources	in	conjunction	with	the	excavation	that	
is	needed	 for	 landfill	 construction.	 	 Such	excavation	would	benefit	 the	 region	and	 the	 landfill	 operator.	 	 If	
such	benefit	was	not	pursued,	or	landfill	activities	would	substantially	reduce	the	potential	mining	value	of	
the	site,	a	significant	adverse	effect	could	occur.	 	Therefore,	a	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	which	would	
determine	if	mineable	resources	exist.		Because	the	site	is	designated	MRZ‐3,	the	impact	is	not	considered	a	
significant	adverse	effect.	

Mitigation Measures 

The	following	mitigation	measure	is	proposed	to	minimize	significant	adverse	effects	on	potentially	valuable	
mineral	resources:	

MM	East	Otay‐GS‐1.	 	Mine	Mineral	Resources:	 	Studies	shall	be	performed	to	determine	whether	
there	 is	a	potential	 to	successfully	market	excavated	materials	at	 the	alternative	site.	 	 If	
present,	 the	 feasibility	 of	mining	marketable	 resources	 pursuant	 to	 requirements	 for	 a	
San	 Diego	 County	 Major	 Use	 Permit	 and	 state	 regulations	 shall	 be	 evaluated.	 	 Any	
excavation	of	material	shall	be	conducted	in	compliance	with	state	and	local	regulations.	

Impact	Statement	East	Otay	GS‐8:	 	Potential	consumption	of	soil	resources	would	be	 limited	due	to	
limited	demand,	the	processing	of	on‐site	materials	and/or	the	use	of	ADC.		Given	the	large	amount	of	
excavation	required	at	this	site	 it	is	assumed	that	some	materials	would	be	exported.	 	Operation	of	
the	East	Otay	Mesa	Alternative	would	not	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	the	availability	of	soil	
resources.			

Landfill	 operations	 would	 include	 the	 excavation	 of	 soil	 materials	 and	 the	 use	 of	 soil	 materials	 for	 the	
containment	system,	operations	and	final	cover.		The	balance	of	soil	available	and	required	would	affect	the	
availability	of	soil	resources	otherwise	available	in	the	region	and/or	have	implications	regarding	the	need	to	
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export	 or	 import	 such	 resources.	 	 The	 total	 excavation	 volume	 is	 approximately	 15.1	 mcy,	 less	 0.7	 mcy	
utilized	for	the	engineered	fill	berm,	resulting	in	a	net	excavation	volume	of	approximately	14.4	mcy.		Based	
on	an	assumed	waste	 to	soil	ratio	of	4:1,	approximately	11.3	mcy	of	soil	would	be	required	for	operations	
soil,	daily,	intermediate,	and	final	cover.		Based	on	an	assumed	waste	to	soil	ratio	of	7.5	to	1	with	the	use	of	
ADC,	approximately	7.4	mcy	of	soil	would	be	required	for	engineered	fill,	operations	soil,	daily,	intermediate,	
and	final	cover.			

Blasting	and	rock	crushing	would	be	required	to	excavate	and	process	excavated	materials	for	use	at	the	site.		
Due	to	 the	 limited	extent	of	soil	and	rippable	rock,	 the	site	may	produce	 insufficient	quantities	of	material	
suitable	for	cover	without	substantial	processing.		A	comparison	of	needed	and	available	resources	indicates	
a	significant	excess	of	excavated	materials,	on	the	order	of	3.8	mcy	for	an	assumed	waste	to	soil	ratio	of	4	to	
1.	Therefore,	it	would	be	possible	to	export	materials	from	the	site	or	stockpile	them	on	the	site,	especially	if	
a	larger	waste	to	soil	ratio	is	achieved	with	the	use	of	alternative	cover	materials.		In	addition,	cover	material	
may	need	to	be	imported	to	the	site,	alternative	cover	materials	used,	or	additional	processing	performed	if	
the	material	 on	 site	 is	 not	 suitable	 for	 use	 as	 cover.	 	 Landfill	 construction	would	 require	 the	 use	 of	 low‐
permeability	materials	for	a	clay	liner	at	the	bottom	of	the	landfill	prism.		Such	soils	are	not	available	on	the	
alternative	site	and	would	need	to	be	imported.	

The	landfill	would	reduce	demand	for	off‐site	resources	through	processing	of	useable	site	material	and	use	
of	ADCs.	 	Due	to	the	large	amount	of	excavation	required	at	this	site,	 it	 is	assumed	that	excavated	material	
would	be	transported	off‐site.		However,	if	some	remaining	demand	for	soil	materials	from	off‐site	resources	
were	to	occur,	such	demand	would	be	limited,	would	be	a	minor	demand	within	the	on‐going	consumption	of	
such	resources	and	would	not	be	considered	a	significant	adverse	effect.		

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	soil	availability	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

4.7.9  SYCAMORE CANYON EXPANSION ALTERNATIVE  

4.7.9.1  Affected Environment  

Topography and Geologic Units 

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	lies	within	the	Little	Sycamore	Canyon,	which	is	flanked	by	
Sycamore	Canyon	to	the	east	and	Spring	Canyon	to	the	west,	with	intervening	ridges	generally	marking	the	
eastern	and	western	landfill	boundaries.		The	alternative	site	and	adjacent	lands	have	natural	slopes	that	are	
well	rounded	and	generally	range	between	20	and	25	degrees,	representing	a	slope	ratio	of	approximately	
2.5H:1V.			

The	Little	Sycamore	Canyon	drains	from	the	north	to	south.	 	The	bottom	of	the	canyon	ranges	in	elevation	
from	approximately	430	to	640	feet	amsl.		A	dominant	ridgeline	forms	the	west	side	of	the	landfill	site,	some	
200	feet	above	the	canyon	floor.		Elevations	along	the	western	ridge	range	from	approximately	670	feet	amsl	
at	the	southern	end	of	the	site,	to	908	feet	amsl	at	the	far	north	end	of	the	property.	The	eastern	ridge	has	
elevations	ranging	from	approximately	830	feet	amsl	to	905	feet	amsl.		
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Geologic	conditions	in	the	vicinity	of	the	alternative	site	consist	generally	of	a	relatively	flatlying,	unfaulted	
sequence	of	sedimentary	formations	unconformably	overlying	a	Cretaceous‐age	granitic	basement	complex.		
The	sedimentary	formations	identified	at	the	site	include	the	Eocene‐age	Stadium	Conglomerate	and	Friars	
Formation.	 	 Associated	 surficial	 deposits	 include	Holocene‐age	 alluvium	 and	 slopewash,	 as	well	 as	 native	
topsoils	and	artificial	fill.   

Mineral Resources 

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternatives	 site	 lies	within	an	area	 that	 is	partially	zoned	as	MRZ‐2,	 i.e.	
having	known	resources.		Such	mineral	resources	are	currently	processed	to	produce	commercial	aggregate	
and	 exported,	 or	 stockpiled	 on	 site	 for	 use	 in	 base	 liner	 construction,	 landfill	 cover	 construction,	 and	 as	
landfill	 cover	 soil.	 	 Aggregate	 processing	within	 the	 landfill	was	 approved	by	 the	City	 of	 San	Diego	under	
PDP/SDP	 40‐0765	 in	 2002,	 and	 is	 expected	 to	 be	 completed	 by	 approximately	 2020,	 but	would	 likely	 be	
extended	upon	approval	of	the	landfill	expansion.	

Faulting and Seismicity  

The	alternative	site	does	not	lie	within	a	mapped	Alquist	Priolo	Zone.17				No	faults	of	any	category	have	been	
mapped	within	or	adjacent	to	the	site.		One	feature,	known	as	the	Lyons	Valley	Lineament	(a	regional	linear	
feature	believed	to	reflect	underlying	structure),	trends	to	the	northwest	and,	if	projected,	would	pass	near	
the	site.	 	This	33‐mile	 long	 lineament	terminates	about	three	miles	southeast	of	the	site	 in	El	Cajon	Valley,	
however,	and	is	believed	to	be	confined	to	pre‐Tertiary	age	basement	rocks.	

Moderate	to	large	historic	earthquakes	have	not	occurred	in	the	greater	San	Diego	area	over	approximately	
the	 last	150	years.	 	The	 largest	 recorded	 local	San	Diego	earthquakes	occurred	on	October	17,	1985,	with	
three	 events	 ranging	 in	 magnitude	 between	 4.0	 and	 4.2	 on	 the	 Richter	 scale;	 these	 quakes	 apparently	
occurring	along	one	of	 the	 faults	associated	with	 the	southward	extension	of	 the	Rose	Canyon	Fault	Zone.		
The	Rose	Canyon	Fault	Zone,	located	approximately	11.4	miles	west‐southwest	of	the	alternative	site,	is	the	
nearest	 active	 fault.	 	 It	 is	 the	 controlling	 fault	 structure	 for	 MPE	 ground	 motions	 during	 short	 spectral	
periods	 (less	 than	 7.5	 seconds),	 while	 the	 San	 Andreas	 Fault	 Zone	 is	 the	 controlling	 feature	 for	 longer	
spectral	 periods.	 	 The	 MPE	 for	 the	 Rose	 Canyon	 Fault	 is	 6.6	 and	 the	 estimated	 peak	 horizontal	 site	
acceleration	at	the	alternative	site	is	0.135g.			

4.7.9.2  Design Features 

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 be	 designed	 to	meet	 all	 regulatory	 requirements.	 	 It	
would	 comply	with	 CCR	 Title	 27	with	 proposed	 2.5H:1V	maximum	waste	 slopes	 between	 benches,	 and	 a	
corresponding	 average	 waste	 slope	 maximum	 of	 3.4:1;	 landfill	 cover	 grade	 that	 exceeds	 the	 required	 3	
percent	minimum.		It	would	also	be	consistent	with	standard	design	features	for	Southern	California	landfills	
such	a	2	percent	minimum	landfill	base	liner	system	grade.	

Further,	the	alternative	would	include	other	standard	measures	for	avoiding	adverse	geological	impacts	such	
as	erosion	control	features,	compliance	with	applicable	regulatory	guidelines,	review	of	plans	specifications	

																																																													
17		 http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/ap/ap_maps.htm,	accessed	June	25,	2012.			
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by	 a	 qualified	 engineer	 and	 field	 observation	 of	 construction	 features	 for	 consistency	with	 conclusions	 of	
applicable	geotechnical	investigations.			

4.7.9.3  Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:				

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Placement	of	a	structure	to	be	used	for	human	occupancy	over	or	within	50	feet	of	the	trace	of	an	
Alquist‐Priolo	fault	or	County	Special	Study	Zone	fault.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore		GS‐1:		The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	site	is	not	subject	to	
ground	rupture	 that	would	undermine	 the	 integrity	of	 the	 landfill	 facilities.	 	No	significant	adverse	
effects	would	occur.	

According	 to	 the	 California	 Geological	 Survey,	 there	 are	 no	 faults	 located	 on	 the	 site,	 and	 the	 site	 is	 not	
located	within	an	Alquist‐Priolo	Fault	Zone.		No	active	faults	have	been	identified	within	the	area,	and	there	
would	be	no	significant	adverse	effects	due	to	ground	rupture.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	from	ground	rupture	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Expose	people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects,	including	the	risk	of	loss,	injury,	or	
death	involving:	

- Strong	seismic	ground	shaking;	

- Seismic‐related	ground	failure,	including	liquefaction;	

- Landslides/rockfall;	or	

- Mudflow/debris	flows;		

 Be	located	on	a	geologic	unit	or	soil	that	is	unstable,	or	that	would	become	unstable	as	a	result	of	the	
alternative,	and	potentially	result	in	on‐	or	off‐site	landslide,	lateral	spreading,	subsidence,	liquefaction,	
or	collapse;	or	

 Be	located	on	expansive	soil	creating	substantial	risks	to	life	or	property.	
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Impact	 Sycamore	 GS‐2:	 	 Landfill	 design	 and	 operations	would	meet	 regulatory	 standards	 for	 the	
protection	of	public	safety.	 	No	significant	adverse	effects	are	expected	due	 to	 instability/landslide	
associated	with	the	geologic/soil	conditions	at	the	alternative	site.	

The	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	would	expand	 the	 landfill	 capacity,	 creating	a	single	disposal	
unit	that	integrates	the	existing	landfill	activities	with	new	fill	areas	that	would	be	excavated	vertically	and	
horizontally.	 	This	would	require	cuts	into	the	existing	base	and	slopes	and	re‐contouring	of	the	land.	 	The	
proposed	plans	 for	 the	expansion	 indicate	 the	alternative	would	meet	or	exceed	 regulatory	 requirements:	
2.5H:1V	maximum	waste	 slopes	 between	benches,	 and	 a	 corresponding	 average	waste	 slope	maximum	of	
3.4:1;	and	a	landfill	cover	grade	that	exceeds	the	required	3	percent	minimum.	

Landfill	activities	are	required	to	be	carried	out	under	regulatory	requirements	that	protect	the	public	from	
unsafe	 conditions	 arising	 from	 a	 lack	 of	 stability	 of	 the	 ground	 underlying	 the	 landfilling	 and	 worker	
activities.	 	 The	 regulations	 establish	 design	 parameters	 which	 are	 dependent	 on	 the	 soil	 and	 geology	
characteristics,	slopes	of	earthen	materials	and	project	activities.		Detailed	analyses	and	design	calculations	
would	be	included	in	a	JTD	for	the	alternative	as	part	of	the	permitting	activities	for	the	landfill	alternative.		
The	analyses	evaluate	the	ability	of	land	forms	to	resist	stress	impacts	and	maintain	their	integrity	versus	the	
stresses	 that	may	 be	 imposed	 due	 to	 natural	 or	 human	 activity.	 	 So	 long	 as	 the	 site	 conditions	would	 be	
sufficient	 to	 off‐set	 the	 maximum	 stresses	 expected,	 a	 site	 would	 be	 safe.	 	 Notwithstanding,	 the	 state	
regulations	require	that	the	site	design	provide	a		minimum	factor	of	safety	of	1.5	and/or	meet	other	design	
specifications	that	are	sufficient	to	maintain	the	integrity	of	the	site.		

Slope Stability 

A	number	of	 geological	 studies	have	been	performed	 for	 the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternative	and	
have	been	included	in	the	Revised	Final	EIR	for	CEQA	review.18		The	studies	performed	indicate	that	there	are	
no	 geologic	 conditions	 present	 that	 would	 preclude	 the	 proposed	 development	 or	 require	 major	 design	
changes.		The	studies	conclude	that	based	on	static	and	seismic	stability	analyses	that	were	performed	on	six	
cross	 sections	 within	 the	 landfill	 expansion	 area	 (Gloder	 Associates	 2009):	 (1)	 the	 static	 stability	 of	
permanent	 landfill	 slopes	would	exceed	 the	associated	 factor	of	safety	of	1.5	at	all	 tested	 locations;	 (2)	no	
permanent	 displacements	were	 identified	 on	 any	 of	 the	 tested	 slopes	 from	 the	 stated	MPEs	 and	 resulting	
PGAs,	with	no	related	impacts	to	landfill	foundations,	liners,	or	related	control	systems;	(3)	the	potential	for	
liquefaction	of	 the	 landfill	subgrade	 is	 identified	as	“extremely	small”	based	on	the	relatively	 large	particle	
size	 and	 cemented	 nature	 of	 the	 Stadium	 Conglomerate;	 and	 (4)	 the	 proposed	 use	 of	 2.5H:1V	 	maximum	
waste	slopes	between	benches,	with	a	corresponding	average	waste	slope	maximum	of	3.4H:1V,	would	not	
alter	the	static	or	seismic	stability	conclusions	provided	in	the	Updated	Slope	Stability	Analyses.		

Liquefaction and Landslides 

The	analyses	concluded	that	the	potential	for	liquefaction,	with	effects	such	as	loss	of	support	and/or	related	
phenomena	 including	 lateral	 spreading	 (i.e.,	 loose,	 saturated	 sediments	 flowing	 toward	 a	 free	 face)	 and	
dynamic	settlement,	is	remote.		This	is	due	to	the	high	density	of	bedrock	deposits	and	the	absence	of	shallow	
groundwater	 in	 most	 portions	 of	 the	 site.	 	 Similarly,	 the	 potential	 for	 earthquake‐induced	 subsidence	 or	

																																																													
18		 City	 of	 San	 Diego,	 Development	 Services	 Department.	 	 August	 2012.	 	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 Master	 Development	 Plan,	 Revised	

FinalEnvironmental	Impact	Report:		SCH	No.	2003041057;	Project	No.	5617.			
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landslides	is	considered	extremely	low	as	a	result	of	the	density	and	strength	of	the	coarse‐grained	bedrock	
and	the	absence	of	through‐going	planar	features	on	the	site.	

Mitigation Measures 

Conditions	regarding	site	stability	and	site	safety	would	be	addressed	through	design	features	in	accordance	
with	state	regulations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	 Statement	 Sycamore	 GS‐3:	 	 If	 needed,	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	would	
include	design	 features	 to	protect	on‐site	components	 from	rockfalls	such	 that	rockfalls	would	not	
create	significant	adverse	effects	regarding	safety.			

Expansion	 of	 the	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Landfill	 site	 would	 follow	 standard	 design	 features,	 consistent	 with	
regulatory	requirements	 to	protect	workers	 from	harm,	and	to	preserve	the	 integrity	of	 the	 landfill	prism.		
Such	measures	include	evaluation	of	areas	to	be	affected	by	landfill	activities	from	potential	rockfall	hazards.		
Implementation	of	such	measures	would	avoid	adverse	effects	on	safety	of	site	facilities	or	site	workers	due	
to	rockfall	events.			

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effects	with	regard	to	rockfalls	would	occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.		

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	GS‐4:	 	The	alternative	would	 include	design	 features	to	protect	 landfill	
components	 and	workers	 from	 debris	 flow.	 	 Therefore,	 debris	 flow	would	 not	 create	 significant	
adverse	effects	regarding		safety	risk	to	workers	and	equipment	or	to	the	landfill	development.		

Landfill	 projects	 can	be	 developed	 in	 a	manner	 that	protects	 site	workers	 and	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 landfill	
operation	from	potential	debris	flow	events.	 	Accordingly,	the	potential	for	debris	flow	would	be	evaluated	
and	design	features	would	be	identified	and	incorporated	into	the	design	of	the	expansion	of	the	landfill	to	
provide	adequate	protection	for	the	public,	if	needed.			

Mitigation Measures 

Design	features	incorporated	into	the	alternative	would	avoid	significant	adverse	effects	of	debris	flow.		No	
mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	GS‐5:		Landfill	settlement	of	the	final	closure	cap	would	avoid	significant	
adverse	effects	regarding	drainage	or	damage	to	landfill	control	systems.			

Refuse	settlement	in	sanitary	landfills	can	occur	during	the	post‐closure	maintenance	period,	with	effects	on	
final	grades	and	run‐off	control.		Under	state	and	federal	landfill	regulations,	a	Final	Closure	and	Post‐closure	
Maintenance	 Plan	 must	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	 appropriate	 regulatory	 agencies	 two	 years	 prior	 to	 the	
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anticipated	 closure	 date	 for	 a	 landfill.	 	 Compliance	 with	 these	 regulations	 would	 avoid	 adverse	 effects	
associated	with	final	grades	and	run‐off	control.	

Settlement	analyses	have	been	performed	for	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	alternative	that	are	based	on	
the	 proposed	 ultimate	 grading	 plan.	 	 The	 analyses	 evaluated	 settlement	 potential	 from:	 (1)	 subgrade	
settlement	 due	 to	 the	 weight	 of	 waste	 filling;	 and	 (2)	 final	 grade	 settlement	 resulting	 from	 primary	 and	
secondary	 waste	 settlement.	 The	 settlement	 analysis	 regarding	 subgrade	 materials	 concluded	 that	
“[f]ormational	subgrade	materials	are	extremely	competent	and	are	essentially	incompressible…		In	addition,	
the	 formational	materials	will	behave	elastically	when	subjected	to	 loads	higher	than	they	have	previously	
been	subjected	to…any	settlement	of	formational	subgrade	materials	due	to	placement	of	waste	will	occur	as	
the	load	is	applied	and	will	be	insignificant.”	

The	 analysis	 regarding	 settlement	 of	 the	 landfill	 final	 cover	 indicated	 that	 the	 cover	 surface	 varies	 from	
approximately	12	to	42	feet,	with	most	of	this	occurring	as	secondary	(long‐term)	settlement	over	a	30‐year	
period.	 	 Based	 on	 these	 projections,	 the	 report	 concluded	 that	 “Estimated	 differential	 settlement	will	 not	
adversely	 affect	 final	 grade	 slopes	 and	 positive	 drainage	will	 be	maintained…”	 and	 “The	 flow	 line	 for	 the	
LCRS	 [leachate	 collection	 and	 removal	 system]…should	 not	 be	 adversely	 impacted	 by	 subgrade	 material	
settlement	as	the	affected	materials	are	extremely	competent	and	are	essentially	incompressible.”19	

Mitigation Measures 

No	significant	adverse	effect	would	occur	with	regard	to	settlement.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	GS‐6:		New	structures	would	be	designed	in	a	manner	that	ensures	their	
safety	such	that	they	would	not	pose	a	threat	to	the	public.		

The	 Sycamore	 Canyon	 Expansion	 Alternative	 would	 include	 the	 development	 of	 structures,	 in	 particular	
construction	 of	 a	 new	 maintenance	 building,	 construction	 of	 a	 new	 administrative	 office	 building	 and	
relocation	of	existing	SDG&E	transmission	lines.			

As	 described	 above	 for	 the	 general	 landfill	 activities,	 landfills	 are	 designed	 pursuant	 to	 federal	 and	 state	
standards.	 	 Further,	 new	 structures	would	 be	 subject	 to	 the	 provisions	 of	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 Building	
Regulations,	which	provide	protection	from	structural	failure	due	to	soil	conditions	and/or	seismic	activity.			

Static	and	seismic	stability	analyses	of	the	type	described	above	for	the	landfill	slopes,	were	also	conducted	
for	 proposed	 slopes	 associated	 with	 landfill	 support	 facilities,	 including	 the	 administration	 site,	 scale	
facilities/drop‐off	 area,	 and	 maintenance	 facility	 site.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 following	 factors	 of	 safety	 were	
calculated	for	landfill	support	facilities:		(1)	1.9	for	temporary	slopes	under	static	conditions;	(2)	1.7	and	1.8	
for	permanent	fill	and	cut	slopes	(respectively)	under	static	conditions;	and	(3)	1.6	and	1.5	for	permanent	fill	

																																																													
19		 Conclusions	cited	regarding	settlement	are	as	presented	in	Section	5.11	of	the	Sycamore	Landfill	Master	Development	Plan	Revised	

Final	EIR;	which	summarize	technical	studies	contained	in	the	appendices	of	the	EIR.			
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and	cut	 slopes	(respectively)	under	pseudo‐static	 (seismic)	conditions.	 	All	of	 these	 figures	would	meet	or	
exceed	the	associated	minimum	factors	of	safety	for	slope	stability.			

Further,	 the	 studies	 included	 in	 the	 Sycamore	 Landfill	 Master	 Development	 Plan	 Revised	 Final	 EIR	 also	
addressed	potential	 geologic	 impacts	 regarding	 the	relocation	of	 the	 transmission	 towers.	 	As	 indicated	 in	
those	 studies,	 both	 the	 existing	 and	 (relocated)	 transmission	 line	 structure	 sites	 are	 located	 in	 areas	
underlain	by	 the	Stadium	Conglomerate.	The	Stadium	Conglomerate	 is	a	massive	 to	 thickly	bedded	cobble	
conglomerate	that	is	slightly	cemented	and	dense,	generally	does	not	contain	any	known	faulting	(or	other	
potential	zones	of	weakness	such	as	clay‐rich	beds),	and	exhibits	“relatively	high	strength.”		Further	adverse	
effects	 related	 to	 geologic	 stability	 or	 related	 hazards	 are	 not	 anticipated	 from	 implementation	 of	 the	
transmission	 line	 relocation,	 due	 to	 the	 following:	 	 (1)	 the	 existing	 transmission	 line	 corridor	 is	 in	 close	
proximity	 to	 the	relocation	alignment,	and	 is	within	 the	same	geologic	 formation	(Stadium	Conglomerate);	
(2)	the	existing	transmission	line	has	not	experienced	any	known	issues	related	to	structural	or	geotechnical	
problems;	and	(3)	prior	to	relocating	the	transmission	lines,	a	design	report,	including	a	stability	analysis	to	
ensure	the	integrity	of	transmission	line	structures	under	static	and	dynamic	conditions,	must	be	approved	
by	 the	 California	 Public	 Utilities	 Commission.	 It	 is	 anticipated	 that	 design	 parameters	 required	 for	 the	
relocated	structures	would	be	similar	to	those	implemented	for	the	existing	transmission	facilities.		There	is	
nothing	 in	 the	 geology	 and	 soil	 characteristics	 on	 the	 site	 that	 are	 atypical	 for	 the	 region,	 nor	 regularly	
accommodated	 through	 standard	 structural	 design	 features.	 	 Therefore,	 impacts	 associated	 with	 new	
structures	would	not	be	adverse.				

Mitigation Measures 

Protection	 of	 the	 new	 structures	 would	 be	 assured	 through	 appropriate	 site	 design	 considerations	 in	
accordance	with	state	and	City	regulations.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Criterion:		An	alternative	would	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	geology	and	soils	or	mineral	resources	if	it	
would:	

 Result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	known	mineral	resource	that	would	be	of	value	to	the	region	and	
the	residents	of	the	state;	or	

 Result	 in	 the	 loss	of	availability	of	a	 locally	 important	mineral	resource	recovery	site	delineated	on	a	
local	general	plan,	specific	plan,	or	other	land	use	plan.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	GS‐7:	 	Implementation	of	the	landfill	at	the	alternative	site	would	allow	
continued	 and	 expanded	 mining	 of	 resources	 in	 conjunction	 with	 on‐going	 landfill	 activities.		
Therefore,	no	adverse	effects	would	occur	with	regard	to	mineral	resources.	

As	described	above,	the	Sycamore	Canyon	Expansion	Alternatives	lies	within	an	area	that	is	partially	zoned	
as	MRZ‐2,	and	currently	produces	commercial	aggregate	that	is	exported,	or	stockpiled	on	site	for	use	in	base	
liner	 construction,	 landfill	 cover	 construction,	 and	 as	 landfill	 cover	 soil.	 	 Aggregate	 processing	within	 the	
landfill	 was	 approved	 by	 the	 City	 of	 San	 Diego	 under	 PDP/SDP	 40‐0765	 in	 2002,	 and	 is	 expected	 to	 be	
completed	 by	 approximately	 2020,	 but	would	 likely	 be	 extended	 upon	 approval	 of	 the	 landfill	 expansion.		
Aggregate	processing	would	occur	at	every	 location	 in	which	solid	waste	disposal	would	occur,	within	 the	
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lower	elevation	of	areas	under	excavation.	 	Rock	and	aggregate	materials	would	be	 transported	off	 site	 to	
construction	 sites	 throughout	 the	 San	 Diego	 region	 to	 meet	 increasing	 needs	 for	 construction	 materials.	
Therefore,	the	alternative	would	not	result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	known	mineral	resource	of	value	to	
the	region	and	residents	of	the	state.	 	No	significant	adverse	effect	with	regard	to	mineral	resources	would	
occur.			

Mitigation Measures 

The	ongoing	landfill	operation	includes	provisions	for	the	mining	of	mineral	resources	and	would	contribute	
mineral	resources	to	the	region.		No	mitigation	measures	are	proposed.	

Impact	Statement	Sycamore	GS‐8:	 	Potential	consumption	of	soil	resources	would	be	 limited	due	to	
limited	demand,	 the	processing	of	on‐site	materials	and/or	 the	use	of	ADC.	 	Operations	would	not	
have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	the	availability	of	soil	resources.			

Landfill	 operations	 would	 include	 the	 excavation	 of	 soil	 materials	 and	 the	 use	 of	 soil	 materials	 for	 the	
containment	 system,	project	operations	and	 final	 cover.	 	The	balance	of	 soil	 available	and	 required	would	
affect	the	availability	of	soil	resources	otherwise	available	in	the	region	and/or	have	implications	regarding	
the	need	to	export	or	import	such	resources.			

Landfill	base	grading	would	require	approximately	35.0	mcy	of	cut,	and	1,3	mcy	of	fill,	for	a	net	33,7	mcy	of	
cut.		Tower	pads	for	the	transmission	towers	would	require	approximately	.039	mcy	of	cut	and	.049	mcy	of	
fill	 for	 a	 net	 .010	mcy	 of	 soil	movement	 prior	 to	 perimeter	 road	 construction.	 	 Following	 perimeter	 road	
construction,	another	approximately	.017	mcy	of	cut	and	15	cy	of	fill	(for	approximately	.017	mcy	of	net	soil	
movement)	would	be	required	to	construct	permanent	access.			

Aggregate	materials	 excavated	 during	 landfill	 operations	 are	 processed	 to	 produce	 commercial	 aggregate	
and	 exported,	 or	 stockpiled	 on	 site	 for	 use	 in	 base	 liner	 construction,	 landfill	 cover	 construction,	 and	 as	
landfill	cover	soil,	as	appropriate.		Therefore,	the	need	to	import	soils	from	other	locations	would	be	reduced.		
Further,	 similar	 to	 the	 existing	 operations,	 the	 ADCs	would	 be	 used	 as	 an	 alternative	 to	 soil	 daily	 cover,	
reducing	 the	 need	 for	 imported	 soils.	 	 If	 some	 demand	 for	 soil	materials	 from	 off‐site	 resources	were	 to	
occur,	such	demand	would	be	limited,	would	be	a	minor	demand	within	the	on‐going	consumption	of	such	
resources	and	would	not	be	considered	an	adverse	effect.			

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts	 regarding	 consumption	of	 soil	 resources	would	not	be	a	 significant	 adverse	effect.	 	No	mitigation	
measures	are	proposed.	
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